THE  LAW  OFFICE  OF  TERRENCE  JONES 
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www.JonesOnLaw.com  |  213.863.4490 


FOR  IMMEDIATE  RELEASE: 
Terrence  Jones,  (213)  863-4490 


Discrimination,  Retaliation,  and  Harassment  Lawsuit  Filed  Against 
Los  Angeles  City  Councilmember  Jose  Huizar 


LOS  ANGELES,  California,  October  23,  2018  —  A  civil  lawsuit  was  filed  yesterday  against 
Los  Angeles  City  Councilmember  Jose  Huizar,  as  well  as  against  the  City  of  Los  Angeles, 
by  Mayra  Alvarez,  Huizar’ s  former  Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler,  alleging  that  Huizar 
harassed  and  retaliated  against  her  for  speaking  out  about  some  of  his  and  his  office’s  practices 
that  she  believed  violated  local,  state,  and  federal  laws.  Mrs.  Alvarez  also  alleges  that  Huizar 
demoted  her  following  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  return  from  maternity  leave,  a  violation  of  state  and 
federal  laws  prohibiting  employers  from  punishing  working  women  on  account  of  pregnancy 
and  for  taking  time  off  to  recover  from  delivery  and  bond  with  their  newborn. 

A  copy  of  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  complaint  is  attached  hereto.  The  case  was  filed  in  the  Central 
Division  of  the  Los  Angeles  County  Superior  Court  and  assigned  case  number  18STCV01722. 

Mrs.  Alvarez’s  lawsuit  comes  on  the  heels  of  the  disclosure  in  recent  weeks  of  another  complaint 
of  harassment,  discrimination,  and  retaliation  filed  against  Huizar  through  the  MyVoiceLA, 
Mayor  Eric  Garcetti’s  new  website  for  staffers,  city  commissioners,  and  others  to  report 
workplace  bias,  retaliation  and  sexual  harassment.  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  lawsuit  is  unrelated  to  that 
complaint.  Huizar  was  previously  sued  in  2013  for  sexual  harassment  by  another  former  staffer, 
Francine  Godoy. 

Mrs.  Alvarez  is  represented  by  Terrence  Jones,  a  former  Assistant  United  States  Attorney. 

Please  direct  all  inquiries  to  Mr.  Jones  at  (213)  863-4490,  Terrence@JonesOnLaw.com. 
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Attorneys  for  Plaintiff  MAYRA  ALVAREZ 


Sherri  R.  frmui, 

Ov:  ^  -  Deputy 

MOMS  Soto 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


MAYRA  ALVAREZ,  an  individual. 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

JOSE  HUIZAR,  an  individual;  CITY  OF  LOS 
ANGELES,  a  municipality;  and  DOES  1-10, 
inclusive, 

Defendants. 


Case  No.  18STCV01722 

VERIFIED  COMPLAINT 
FOR  DAMAGES 

First  Cause  of  Action 
Retaliation 

(Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(a), (h)) 

Second  Cause  of  Action 
Retaliation 

(Cal.  Labor  Code  §  1 102.5(b)) 

Third  Cause  of  Action 

Pregnancy  Discrimination 

(Cal.  Gov.  Code  §§  12940(a),  12945(a)) 

Fourth  Cause  of  Action 

Wrongful  Termination  in  Violation  of 
Public  Policy 

Fifth  Cause  of  Action 
Failure  to  Prevent  Discrimination 
(Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(k)) 

Sixth  Cause  of  Action 
Workplace  Harassment 
(Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  1 2940(a), (h),(j)) 

Seventh  Cause  of  Action 

Intentional  Infliction  of  Emotional  Distress 


DEMAND  FOR  JURY  TRIAL 


Verified  Complaint  for  Damages  |  Demand  for  Jury  Trial 
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Attorneys  for  Plaintiff  MAYRA  ALVAREZ 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


MAYRA  ALVAREZ,  an  individual, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

JOSE  HUIZAR,  an  individual;  CITY  OF  LOS 
ANGELES,  a  municipality;  and  DOES  1-10, 
inclusive, 

Defendants. 


Case  No. 

VERIFIED  COMPLAINT 
FOR  DAMAGES 

First  Cause  of  Action 

Retaliation 

(Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(a), (h)) 

Second  Cause  of  Action 

Retaliation 

(Cal.  Labor  Code  §  1102.5(b)) 

Third  Cause  of  Action 

Pregnancy  Discrimination 

(Cal.  Gov.  Code  §§  12940(a),  12945(a)) 

Fourth  Cause  of  Action 

Wrongful  Termination  in  Violation  of 
Public  Policy 

Fifth  Cause  of  Action 

Failure  to  Prevent  Discrimination 
(Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(k)) 

Sixth  Cause  of  Action 

Workplace  Harassment 

(Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(a), (h),Q) 

Seventh  Cause  of  Action 

Intentional  Infliction  of  Emotional  Distress 


DEMAND  FOR  JURY  TRIAL 
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COMES  NOW  Plaintiff  Mayra  Alvarez  (“Mrs.  Alvarez”  or  “Plaintiff’),  who  brings 
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this  Verified  Complaint  for  Damages  and  Demand  for  Jury  Trial  (“Complaint”)  against 
Defendants — Jose  Huizar,  Councilmember  for  the  City  of  Los  Angeles’  14th  District, 
in  his  individual  capacity,  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  (the  “City”),  a  municipality,  and  Does  1-10, 
inclusive  (collectively,  “Defendants”) — alleging,  based  upon  personal  knowledge  and 
information  and  belief,  the  following  with  respect  to  Defendants’  identities  and  conduct: 

I. 

NATURE  OF  THE  CASE 

1 .  For  nearly  a  decade,  Plaintiff  Mayra  Alvarez  worked  for  and  was  loyal  to  Jose 
Huizar,  the  City  of  Los  Angeles’  Councilmember  for  the  14th  District.  Mrs.  Alvarez  began 
working  for  Huizar  as  an  intern  in  2010  while  she  was  still  in  high  school.  She  needed  a  certain 
number  of  community  service  hours  to  graduate  but,  regardless,  enjoyed  contributing  to  a  cause 
and  political  leader  who,  at  least  at  the  time,  she  truly  believed  in.  Mrs.  Alvarez  came  back  to 
work  for  Huizar  after  high  school  and,  over  the  ensuing  years,  ascended  the  ranks  within  the 
Councilmember’s  office. 

2.  In  August  2015,  Huizar  promoted  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  the  position  of  Executive 
Assistant  and  Scheduler.  As  Huizar’s  Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was 
primarily  responsible  for  performing  the  initial  assessment  of  the  myriad  requests  to  meet  with 
Huizar  as  well  as  invitations  for  him  to  attend  events.  The  requests  came  from  lobbyists, 
campaign  donors,  other  community  and  political  leaders,  businesspersons,  and  constituents. 

In  other  words,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  among  Huizar’s  chief  executive  “gatekeepers.”  She  would 
field  the  requests,  research  the  requesting  party,  and  provide  Huizar  with  a  written  assessment  of 
whether  the  meeting  or  event  request  was  one  he  should  accept  because  it  aligned  his  political 
agenda. 

3.  In  that  capacity,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  available  to  Huizar  essentially  24/7.  She  was 
by  no  means  Huizar’s  secretary  or  receptionist;  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  among  his  senior  executive 
staff.  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  young,  savvy,  and  fully  committed  to  the  office  and  her  burgeoning 
career. 
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4. 


However,  as  Mrs.  Alvarez  sought  to  balance  the  demands  of  her  career  and 
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Huizar’s  political  agenda  with  her  desire  to  start  a  family,  Huizar  began  to  punish  and  retaliate 
against  Mrs.  Alvarez  for  diverting  her  attention  to  anyone  or  anything  other  than  him. 

5.  In  October  2017,  Mrs.  Alvarez  informed  Huizar  that  she  and  her  husband  were 
expecting  their  first  child.  She  advised  Huizar,  as  well  as  the  rest  of  his  staff,  that  she  would  be 
taking  a  12-week  maternity  leave  following  the  birth  of  her  son  in  April  2018. 

6.  As  described  in  further  detail  below,  Huizar  harassed  and  retaliated  against 
Mrs.  Alvarez  on  account  of  her  pregnancy  and  resultant  disability  and  maternity  leaves. 

Among  other  things,  Huizar  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  increased  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  workload, 
became  bitterly  impatient  with  the  speed  with  which  she  was  completing  assignments, 

and  unsympathetically  criticized  Mrs.  Alvarez  for  taking  time  off  to  attend  prenatal 
appointments.  Huizar’s  behavior  caused  Mrs.  Alvarez  so  much  stress  and  anxiety  that  she 
began  having  preterm  labor  pains  at  just  16  weeks  into  her  pregnancy  and  later  endured  two 
miscarriage  scares. 

7.  Huizar  had  also  begun  to  retaliating  against  Mrs.  Alvarez  on  account  of  her 
voicing  discomfort  with  some  of  his  and  the  office’s  practices  which  she  believed  violated  local, 
state,  and  federal  law.  For  instance,  the  Los  Angeles  Times  annually  requested  copies  of 
Huizar’s  official  calendar  pursuant  to  the  California  Public  Records  Act.  As  Huizar’s  Executive 
Assistant  and  Scheduler,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  primarily  responsible  for  maintaining  that  calendar. 
However,  Huizar  would  direct  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  alter  his  calendar  entries  in  order  to  conceal  the 
nature  of  his  meetings  from  public  scrutiny.  Huizar  did  not  want  the  media  or  general  public 

to  know  that  he  was  meeting  with  certain  lobbyists  and  developers — particularly  when  their 
particular  issue  or  project  was  soon  to  be  considered  by  the  City  Council  or  the  Planning 
and  Land  Use  Management  Committee  (for  which  Huizar  is  the  chairperson).  Those  meetings 
were,  of  course,  often  followed  close  in  time  by  donations  to  Huizar’s  campaign  coffers. 

Mrs.  Alvarez  did  not  believe  that  there  was  any  legal  basis  to  withhold  the  infonnation  Huizar 
directed  her  to  conceal,  and  voiced  her  concern  about  the  potential  legal  and  ethical  violations 
of  withholding  the  information,  but  was  compelled  by  Huizar  to  do  so  nonetheless. 
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8.  Mrs.  Alvarez  also  voiced  her  concern  with  respect  to  the  potential  legal  and 
ethical  violations  as  concerned  the  candidacy  of  Huizar’s  wife,  Richelle  Huizar,  for  his  seat  on 
the  City  Council.  Although  Richelle  Huizar  only  recently  announced  her  candidacy  to  succeed 
her  husband  in  September  2018,  planning  for  her  potential  bid  began  more  than  a  year  ago — 
and  did  so  on  the  City’s  time  and  dime.  Despite  local,  state,  and  federal  laws  prohibiting 
government  employees  from  engaging  in  political  activity  on  the  job,  Huizar  required  his  City 
staffers  to  conduct  meetings  in  order  to  plan  Richelle  Huizar’s  campaign.  Those  meetings  were 
formally  calendared  and  occurred  during  normal  City  work  hours  and  within  City  properties. 
Furthermore,  Huizar  directed  his  staffers  to  create  a  secret  email  address  for  Richelle  Huizar 
through  which  they  could  communicate  with  her,  share  his  City  calendar  with  her  so  that  she 
would  know  which  events  to  attend  that  might  help  publicize  her  potential  candidacy,  as  well  as 
to  send  her  briefings  and  “talking  points”  on  certain  issues.  Mrs.  Alvarez  did  not  believe  that 
ethics  laws  permitted  City  staffers  to  engage  in  campaign  activities  for  Huizar’s  wife  while  on 
City  time,  but  was  compelled  by  Huizar  to  do  so  nonetheless. 

9.  Mrs.  Alvarez  also  voiced  concern  that  Huizar  was  having  an  affair  with  one  of 
his  City  staffers.  This  caused  friction  in  the  office  amongst  many  staffers,  Mrs.  Alvarez  among 
them,  particularly  because  many  believed  that  Huizar’s  mistress  received  more  favorable 
treatment  from  him  with  respect  to  assignments  and  more  leniency  with  respect  to  deadlines 
and  attendance. 

10.  In  April  2018,  Mrs.  Alvarez  went  on  maternity  leave.  She  was  still  Huizar’s 
Executive  Assistant  and  Administrative  Scheduler  when  she  left.  When  she  returned  from 
maternity  leave,  however,  she  was  not.  Huizar  demoted  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  an  office  manager 
position.  In  other  words,  Huizar  reduced  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  executive-level  role  to  that  of  a 
receptionist.  In  fact,  that  is  where  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  physically  relocated  when  she  returned  from 
leave;  whereas  she  used  to  sit  in  the  anteroom  right  outside  of  Huizar’s  office  along  with  his 
other  senior  advisors,  when  Mrs.  Alvarez  returned  from  maternity  leave  she  was  moved  to  the 
receptionists’  desk  at  the  front  of  the  Councilmember’s  office  suite  to  greet  visitors  and  answer 
phones. 
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11.  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  demotion  resulted  in  the  loss  of  all  of  her  pre-leave  duties  and 
responsibilities.  She  was  reduced  from  being  the  executive  adviser  primarily  responsible  for 
scheduling  meetings  with  Huizar  to  being  the  receptionist  primarily  responsible  for  reserving 
conference  rooms  and  ordering  ink  for  the  printers.  The  office  manager  position  was  not  the 
same  or  comparable  as  her  previous  position  and  there  was  no  legitimate  business  reason 
unrelated  to  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  pregnancy,  medical  leave,  gender,  and  internal  complaints  that 
justified  the  demotion. 

12.  And  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  humiliated.  Everyone  knew  she  had  been  demoted. 
Despite  how  Huizar  and  his  Chief  of  Staff  tried  to  reframe  the  reassignment,  no  staffer  would 
ever  consider  a  move  from  a  position  as  the  Councilmember’s  Executive  Scheduler  with  direct 
influence  over  he  and  the  meetings  he  takes  with  lobbyists  and  developers — to  a  position  as  the 
office’s  lead  receptionist  with  direct  influence  over  ordering  office  supplies — to  be  anything 
other  than  a  demotion.  Huizar  rendered  Mrs.  Alvarez  useless  to  the  office  and,  consequently, 
she  had  no  reasonable  alternative  but  to  resign  in  July  2018. 

13.  Huizar’s  decision  to  demote  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  retaliatory  in  nature.  Among  other 
reasons,  Huizar  demoted  Mrs.  Alvarez  as  reprisal  for:  (i)  taking  disability  leave  in  advance  of 
her  pregnancy;  (ii)  taking  maternity  leave  to  give  birth  to  a  child  and  bond  with  her  newborn  son; 
(iii)  voicing  concerns  and  complaining  about  having  to  alter  Huizar’s  calendars  in  response  to 
requests  made  pursuant  to  the  California  Public  Records  Act;  (iv)  voicing  concerns  and 
complaining  about  having  to  engage  in  political  campaign  activities  for  Huizar’s  wife  during 
nonnal  City  work  hours  and  while  utilizing  City  resources;  and  (v)  voicing  concerns  and 
complaining  about  the  preferential  treatment  Huizar  was  giving  to  a  City  staffer  with  whom  he 
was  having  an  extramarital  affair. 

14.  The  proffered  basis  for  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  demotion  was  pretextual  and  the  decision 
by  Huizar  to  demote  Mrs.  Alvarez,  validated  by  other  senior  staff  and  managing  agents,  was 
rooted  in  retaliatory  animus  based  upon  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  pregnancy,  medical  leave,  gender,  and 
internal  complaints. 
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15.  Pursuant  to  California’s  Fair  Employment  and  Housing  Act  (Cal.  Gov.  Code 
§  12940  et  seq.)  (“FEHA”),  California’s  Pregnancy  Disability  Leave  law  (Cal.  Gov.  Code 
§  12945  et  seq.),  and  California’s  Family  Rights  Act  (Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12945  et  seq.), 
this  lawsuit  seeks  to  redress  the  financial  and  emotional  harm  Mrs.  Alvarez  suffered,  and 
continues  to  suffer,  as  a  result  of  the  discrimination,  harassment,  and  retaliation  she  endured 
while  employed  with  Huizar,  as  well  as  on  account  of  her  constructive  termination. 
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II. 

JURISDICTION  AND  VENUE 

16.  The  Court  has  subject  matter  jurisdiction  over  this  matter  pursuant  to  Article  VI, 
section  10,  of  the  California  Constitution,  in  that  the  amount  in  controversy  exceeds  the 
jurisdictional  requirement  of  this  Court. 

17.  This  Court  has  personal  jurisdiction  over  Defendant  Jose  Huizar  in  this  action 
pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §  410.10,  in  that  he  is  a  resident  of  this  state. 

18.  The  Court  has  personal  jurisdiction  over  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  pursuant  to 
C.C.P.  §  410.10,  in  that  the  City  is  a  municipality  within  this  state. 

19.  Venue  for  this  matter  properly  lies  within  Los  Angeles  County  pursuant  to 
C.C.P.  §§  395  and  395.5,  in  that  Defendants’  liability  arises,  and  the  injury  to  Plaintiff  occurred, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  within  Los  Angeles  County. 

20.  Prior  to  the  initiation  of  this  action  before  this  Court,  Plaintiff  properly  exhausted 
her  administrative  remedies  as  required  under  FEHA  by  filing  a  complaint  against  Defendants 
with  the  California  Department  of  Fair  Employment  and  Housing  (“DFEH”)  alleging,  inter  alia, 
the  claims  asserted  herein.  DFEH  issued  Plaintiff  a  “right-to-sue”  letter  on  October  16,  2018. 
Accordingly,  Plaintiff  has  fulfilled  all  preconditions  to  the  filing  of  this  FEHA-based  suit. 
(Collectively  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  are  true  and  correct  copies  of  Mrs.  Alvarez’s 
administrative  complaint  and  right-to-sue  letter.) 
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III. 

PARTIES  &  RELEVANT  NON-PARTIES 

2 1 .  Plaintiff  Mayra  Alvarez  is  an  individual  who,  at  all  times  material  to  the 
allegations  of  this  Complaint,  was  a  resident  of  Los  Angeles  County,  California. 

22.  Defendant  Jose  Huizar  is  an  individual  who,  at  all  times  material  to  the  allegations 
of  this  Complaint,  was  a  resident  of  Los  Angeles  County,  California.  Huizar  was  at  all  times 
material  to  the  allegations  of  this  Complaint,  and  continues  to  be  as  of  the  filing  of  this 
Complaint,  a  City  Councilmember,  representing  the  City’s  14th  District.  Huizar  took  office  in 
2005  and,  on  account  of  City  Council  tenn  limits,  is  expected  to  step  down  in  2020. 

23.  Defendant  City  of  Los  Angeles  is  a  public  entity  which,  at  all  times  material  to  the 
allegations  of  this  Complaint,  employed  Mrs.  Alvarez. 

24.  Plaintiff  is  further  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  at  all 
times  mentioned  herein  and  otherwise  relevant  to  the  allegations  of  this  Complaint,  FEHA  was  in 
full  force  and  effect,  and  binding  on  the  City  of  Los  Angeles,  as  the  City  regularly  employed 
more  than  five  persons  within  the  State  of  California  thereby  bringing  it  within  the  provisions  of 
FEHA’s  statutory  scheme. 

25.  Given  his  position  on  the  City  Council  and  within  his  District’s  office,  Huizar  is  a 
managing  agent  within  the  City  and  his  District’s  office.  He  was  able  to  exercise  substantial 
independent  authority  and  judgment  in  his  office’s  decision-making  such  that  his  decisions 
ultimately  detennined  office  policy.  Huizar  had  full  responsibility  for  the  operational 
functionality  of  his  main  office  and  field  offices.  He  had  the  authority  and  discretion  to  dictate 
and  implement  policies  and  standards  for  the  recruitment,  hiring,  and  training  of  legislative, 
administrative,  and  operational  staff;  he  had  the  authority  and  discretion  to  dictate  and  implement 
legislative  and  community  action  agendas;  and  he  had  the  authority  and  discretion  to  dictate  and 
implement  formal  policies  and  informal  practices  in  his  offices  with  respect  to  responding  to 
complaints  of  workplace  discrimination,  harassment,  and  other  complaints  of  perceived 
violations  of  the  law  and  breaches  of  City  rules  and  policies. 


_ 7 

Verified  Complaint  for  Damages  |  Demand  for  Jury  Trial 


28 


1 
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Plaintiff,  by  Huizar  in  particular,  occurred  within  the  nonnal  scope  and  course  of  these 
individuals’  employment  with  the  City.  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  several  of  these  employee(s) 
were  Plaintiffs  supervisor(s)  while  Plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  City.  Thus,  the  City  is 
vicariously  liable  for  these  individuals’  actions  under  the  doctrine  of  respondeat  superior. 

27.  Plaintiff  is  ignorant  of  the  true  names  and  capacities  of  the  defendants  sued  as 
DOES  1  through  10,  inclusive  (the  “DOE  Defendants”)  and,  therefore,  sues  these  DOE 
Defendants  by  such  fictitious  names.  Plaintiff  will  amend  this  Complaint  to  allege  their  true 
names  and  capacities  when  such  is  ascertained. 

28.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  DOE 
Defendants  acted  wrongfully,  maliciously,  intentionally  and  negligently;  that  each  is  responsible 
in  some  manner  for  the  events  and  happenings  complained  of  herein;  and  that  Plaintiffs  injuries, 
as  alleged  herein,  were  proximately  caused  by  the  DOE  Defendants,  either  through  each 
Defendant’s  own  conduct  or  through  the  conduct  of  their  agents  and/or  employees. 

29.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  at  all  times 
material  to  the  allegations  of  this  Complaint,  each  of  the  Defendants,  whether  named  or 
fictitiously  named  as  a  DOE  Defendant,  were  the  merging  entity,  merged  entity,  subsidiary, 
acquiring  corporation,  agent  and/or  employee  of  each  of  the  remaining  Defendants,  and  in  doing 
the  things  hereinafter  alleged,  was  acting  within  the  course  and  scope  of  such  agency  and/or 
employment  with  knowledge,  advice,  pennission  and  consent  of  each  other. 

30.  As  used  herein,  the  tenn  “Defendants”  means  all  Defendants,  both  jointly  and 
severally,  and  references  by  name  to  any  one  Defendant  shall  include  and  reference  all 
Defendants,  both  individual,  corporate  and  business  entities,  both  specifically  named  and 
unnamed,  and  both  jointly  and  severally  to  all. 

3 1 .  Plaintiff  is  further  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  allege,  that  at  all  times 
material  to  the  allegations  of  this  Complaint,  Defendants  caused,  aided,  abetted,  facilitated, 
encouraged,  authorized,  permitted  and/or  ratified  the  wrongful  acts  and  omissions  described  in 
this  Complaint. 
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IV. 

FACTUAL  ALLEGATIONS 
A.  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  Early  Employment  with  Huizar 

32.  Plaintiff  incorporates  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  31,  above,  and  repeats, 
reiterates,  and  realleges  each  and  every  allegation  contained  therein  with  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  such  paragraphs  were  set  forth  fully  at  length  here. 

33.  In  or  about  December  2010,  while  she  was  still  in  high  school,  Mrs.  Alvarez 
began  working  as  an  unpaid  intern  in  Huizar’s  Boyle  Heights  Field  Office. 

34.  The  following  month,  in  or  about  January  2011,  based  upon  her  perfonnance  and 
commitment,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  asked  to  accept  a  3-month  internship  to  assist  with  Huizar’s  2011 
reelection  campaign,  which  she  did.  In  that  capacity,  she  helped  make  presentations  at  high 
schools  within  Huizar’s  district  to  generate  voter  excitement  and  encourage  turnout  on  Election 
Day.  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  still  in  high  school  herself  at  the  time  and  accepted  the  internship  as  a 
means  of  accruing  the  community  service  hours  required  for  graduation. 

35.  In  or  about  January  2012,  Mrs.  Alvarez  accepted  another  internship  at  Huizar’s 
main  City  Hall  office,  this  time  working  closely  with  Francine  Godoy,  who  was  then  Huizar’s 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff. 

36.  Mrs.  Alvarez  graduated  from  high  school  in  June  2012,  but  was  soon  approached 
by  Godoy  with  another  job  offer.  In  or  about  July  2012,  Godoy  offered  Mrs.  Alvarez  a  position 
to  help  plan  the  events  surrounding  the  unveiling  of  the  statute  of  Antonio  Aguilar  statute  at 

El  Pueblo  de  Los  Angeles  Historical  Monument,  which  she  accepted.  Mrs.  Alvarez  worked 
closely  with  Godoy  for  several  months,  even  sharing  office  space  with  her,  and  was  aware  of 
Huizar’s  extramarital  affair  with  her. 

37.  In  or  about  October  2012,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  offered  a  temporary  position  to  work 
at  the  front  desk  of  Huizar’s  City  Hall  office  suite  as  an  administrative  assistant,  which  she 
accepted.  In  that  capacity,  Mrs.  Alvarez  performed  general  reception  duties;  she  greeted  visitors, 
answered  phones,  and  the  like. 
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38.  On  or  about  February  2,  2014,  Mrs.  Alvarez  became  a  fulltime  City  employee, 
continuing  in  the  role  of  an  administrative  assistant  within  Huizar’s  office  at  City  Hall. 

39.  In  or  about  December  2014,  Mrs.  Alvarez  took  a  leave  of  absence  from  her  City 
employment  so  that  she  could  work  on  Huizar’s  2015  reelection  campaign  without  running  afoul 
of  any  laws  proscribing  government  employees’  involvement  in  political  activities.  Huizar  made 
Mrs.  Alvarez  his  campaign’s  Boyle  Heights  Area  Director. 

40.  Following  a  successful  reelection  bid,  Mrs.  Alvarez  returned  to  her  position  with 
the  City  in  or  about  March  2015  and  was  offered  an  elevated  Special  Assistant  position  within 
Huizar’s  office,  which  she  accepted. 

B.  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  Employment  as  Huizar’s  Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler 

41.  In  or  about  August  2015,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  offered  the  position  of  Executive 
Assistant  and  Scheduler  to  Huizar,  which  she  accepted.  It  was  a  promotion.  Mrs.  Alvarez  was 
trained  to  take  on  that  position  for  the  next  month  and  began  her  first  day  in  that  role  on 
September  5,  2015. 

42.  As  Huizar’s  Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  primarily 
responsible  for  performing  the  initial  assessment  of  the  myriad  requests  to  meet  with  Huizar 
as  well  as  invitations  for  him  to  attend  events.  The  requests  came  from  lobbyists,  campaign 
donors,  other  community  and  political  leaders,  businesspersons,  and  constituents.  In  other 
words,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  among  Huizar’s  chief  executive  “gatekeepers.”  She  would  field 
the  requests,  research  the  requesting  party,  and  provide  Huizar  with  a  written  assessment  of 
whether  the  meeting  or  event  request  was  one  he  should  accept  because  it  aligned  his  political 
agenda.  As  Huizar’s  Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  available  to  Huizar 
essentially  24/7. 

43.  Huizar  was  challenging  to  work  for,  to  say  the  least.  Given  the  nature  of  the  job 
and  local  politics,  Mrs.  Alvarez  certainly  expected  Huizar  to  be  demanding;  but  being  rude  and 
unthanking  in  his  demands  was  the  rule  with  Huizar  rather  than  the  exception.  And  he  would 
often  chastise  and  verbally  abuse  Mrs.  Alvarez  and  other  staffers  for  mistakes  and  oversights  that 
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were  of  his  own  making.  For  instance,  Huizar  would  frequently  scold  Mrs.  Alvarez  and  other 
staffers  for  not  following  up  on  requests  for  him  to  accept  positions  on  certain  honorary 
committees  that  other  Councilmembers  had  accepted.  But  they  were  often  requests  that  Mrs. 
Alvarez  had  indeed  presented  to  Huizar  but  that  which  he  declined;  he  just  did  not  remember 
and  would  blow  up  nonetheless.  Huizar  would  often  blow  up  over  petty  issues  as  well,  like  the 
temperature  of  his  tea  that  he  demanded  be  personally  served  to  him  in  Council  Chambers. 

If  his  tea  was  not  waiting  for  him  when  he  sat  at  his  seat,  he  would  repeatedly  text  Mrs. 

Alvarez — “Tea”  “Tea”  Tea”  “Tea”  “Tea,”  “Tea” — like  a  petulant  child  and  then  chastise  her 
after  the  fact  if  the  tea  was  not  hot  enough  when  it  got  to  him. 

44.  The  job  was  also  demanding  in  that  Huizar  saw  no  boundary  between  his  staffers’ 
responsibility  for  assisting  him  with  his  work  agenda  as  opposed  to  his  personal  life.  Huizar 
frequently  demanded  that  Mrs.  Alvarez  and  other  staffers  pick  up  his  dry-cleaning,  take  his  car  to 
get  washed,  drop  off  and  pick  up  his  children  from  school,  and  even  go  to  his  house  to  let  his  dog 
out  to  poop. 

45.  Nonetheless,  Mrs.  Alvarez  complied  with  Huizar’s  personal  requests  while  also 
balancing  the  demands  of  assessing  his  meeting  and  appearance  requests  and  managing  his 
calendar.  And  she  excelled  at  her  job.  Mrs.  Alvarez  never  received  a  failing  perfonnance  rating 
during  her  tenure  as  Huizar’s  Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler  nor  at  any  other  time  during  her 
employment  with  the  City. 

46.  Still,  Mrs.  Alvarez  endured  a  tremendous  amount  of  angst  and  stress  on  account 
of  her  employment  with  Huizar.  For  instance,  while  staffing  Huizar  at  an  event  in  2014, 

his  brother  groped  Mrs.  Alvarez  by  grabbing  her  butt  in  front  of  dozens  of  onlookers — Huizar 
among  them.  She  was  violated  and  humiliated.  Mrs.  Alvarez  wanted  to  report  the  incident, 
but  did  not  want  to  jeopardize  her  job  or  standing  with  Huizar,  nor  suffer  any  retaliation. 

And  Huizar  lobbied  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  keep  the  matter  quiet,  since  it  might  negatively  impact 
the  public’s  perception  of  him.  So  she  did. 
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47.  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  also  interviewed  by  the  City  Attorney’s  Office  as  part  of 
Godoy’s  2013  sexual  harassment  and  retaliation  lawsuit  against  Huizar  and  the  City.1  She  had 
never  been  involved  in  a  lawsuit  before  and  was  unsettled  by  the  experience.  She  was  also 
unsettled  by  the  lobbying  Huizar  seemed  to  be  doing  amongst  those  staffers  that  he  knew  would 
be  interviewed  or  deposed  in  a  not-so-subtle  effort  to  persuade  them  to  give  testimony  favorable 
to  him  and  not  Godoy.2  As  before,  Mrs.  Alvarez  did  not  want  to  jeopardize  her  job  or  standing 
with  Huizar,  nor  suffer  any  retaliation. 
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1.  Huizar  Harassed  and  Retaliated  Against  Mrs.  Alvarez  for  Voicing 

Concerns  and  Complaints  about  the  Legality  of  Altering  His  Calendar 
Entries  in  Response  to  Public  Records  Requests 

48.  Beginning  in  or  about  November  2016,  Huizar  directed  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  alter  his 
calendars  for  the  years  2015  and  2016  to  conceal  the  nature  of  his  meetings.  The  Los  Angeles 
Times  had  requested  copies  of  Huizar’s  official  calendars  pursuant  to  the  California  Public 
Records  Act.  However,  Huizar  did  not  want  to  fully  release  his  calendars  because  he  did  not 
want  the  public  to  be  able  to  scrutinize  the  nature  of  his  meetings.  Huizar  did  not  want  the  public 
to  know  that  he  was  meeting  with  certain  lobbyists  and  developers — particularly  when  their 
particular  issue  or  project  was  soon  to  be  considered  by  the  City  Council  or  the  Planning 

and  Land  Use  Management  Committee  (for  which  Huizar  is  the  chairperson) — and  particularly 
when  the  meeting  was  followed  close  in  time  by  a  donation  to  his  campaign  coffers. 

49.  So,  in  or  about  November  2016,  Huizar  directed  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  begin  the 
process  of  altering  his  calendar  entries  so  that  he  could  withhold  certain  information  from  public 
disclosure.  Huizar  would  go  through  the  calendar  entries  and,  for  information  he  did  not  want 
disclosed,  direct  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  move  that  particular  information  into  a  section  of  his  calendar 
that  would  not  appear  on  the  printed  version  produced  to  the  Los  Angeles  Times.  Mrs.  Alvarez 


25 

26 


1  Francine  Godov  v.  Citv  of  Los  Angeles,  et  al.,  Los  Angeles  County  Superior  Court, 
Case  No.  BC524640. 


27  2  Huizar  has  apparently  already  begun  doing  the  same  thing  in  anticipation  of  this  lawsuit. 

He  has  been  incessantly  calling  and  texting  fonner  staffers,  even  showing  up  unannounced  at 
2§  one’s  house,  in  an  attempt  to  intimidate  and  pressure  them  into  “rethinking”  their  understanding 
of  why  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  demoted. 
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made  changes  to  Huizar’s  2015  and  2016  calendars  in  the  same  manner  (but  kept  copies  of  the 
originals  for  whistleblower  protection). 

50.  Mrs.  Alvarez  did  not  believe  that  there  was  any  legal  basis  to  withhold  the 
information  Huizar  directed  her  to  conceal  and,  in  February  2017,  voiced  her  concern  about  the 
potential  legal  and  ethical  violations  of  concealing  the  information  to  Huizar,  Paul  Habib 
(Huizar’s  Chief  of  Staff),  as  well  as  to  Rick  Coca  (Huizar’s  Communications  Director). 

However,  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  complaints  were  rebuffed  and  she  was  compelled  by  Huizar  to  make 
the  changes  nonetheless.  She  was  then  directed  to  delete  all  of  the  emails  concerning  the 
calendar  modifications. 

5 1 .  Mrs.  Alvarez  had  at  the  time  a  reasonable  and  good  faith  belief  that  altering 
Huizar’s  calendars  was  a  violation  of  City  ethics  rules  and  laws  (Los  Angeles  Municipal  Code 
Chapter  IV,  Articles  9.5  and  9.7),  state  public  records  and  political  activity  laws  (Cal.  Gov.  Code 
§  6250  et  seq.;  Cal  Gov.  Code  §§  3203,  3209,  19990),  as  well  as  federal  political  activity  law 

(5  U.S.C.  §  7321  et  seq.). 

52.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  internal 
complaints  she  raised  about  altering  Huizar’s  calendar  entries  engendered  extreme  retaliatory 
animus  in  Huizar  toward  Mrs.  Alvarez,  who  was  angered  and  disappointed  that  Mrs.  Alvarez 
was  not  being  a  “team  player”  and  challenging  his  authority  and  decision-making. 

53.  In  or  about  this  same  time,  February  2017,  Mrs.  Alvarez  became  aware  that 
Huizar  was  engaged  in  another  extramarital  affair  with  a  City  staffer.  This  caused  friction  in  the 
office  because  many  staffers,  Mrs.  Alvarez  among  them,  believed  that  Huizar’s  mistress  received 
more  favorable  treatment  from  him  with  respect  to  assignments  and  more  leniency  with  respect 
to  deadlines  and  attendance.  Moreover,  Huizar  would  tell  certain  male  staffers  that  they  could 
not  work  with  his  mistress,  which  constrained  their  ability  to  take  on  projects  for  which  they 
would  otherwise  be  responsible  and  eager  to  execute. 
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2.  Huizar  Harassed  and  Retaliated  Against  Mrs.  Alvarez  for  Announcing 

Her  Pregnancy 

54.  In  or  about  March  2017,  Mrs.  Alvarez  began  a  relationship  with  a  man  who  is 
now  her  husband.  As  is  common  in  this  day  and  age,  Mrs.  Alvarez  would  intermittently  post 
images  of  she  and  her  husband  on  her  various  social  media  platforms  (e.g.,  Facebook, 

Instagram).  At  the  time,  Mrs.  Alvarez  had  allowed  Huizar  to  “follow”  her  on  those  accounts. 
However,  she  eventually  grew  wary  of  allowing  Huizar  to  follow  her  because  it  seemed  that 
every  time  she  would  post  a  photograph  of  she  and  her  husband — even  if  it  was  a  picture  of  them 
doing  something  on  a  weekend — Huizar  would  text  or  email  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  give  her  some 
random  task  or  inquire  about  the  status  of  an  assignment.  There  was  never  anything  urgent  or 
pressing  about  the  issue  Huizar  would  contact  Mrs.  Alvarez  about;  he  just  could  not  abide  the 
notion  that  those  working  for  him  might  have  something  else  to  do  in  their  lives  that  did  not 
revolve  around  him. 

55.  It  was  somewhat  amusing  at  first.  Mrs.  Alvarez  would  post  a  photograph  of  she 
and  her  husband  and  then  count  the  minutes  it  took  Huizar — ostensibly  having  seen  the  picture 
and  seen  that  she  was  out  living  a  life  unrelated  to  him — to  send  her  a  text  or  email  about  some 
superfluous  issue.  But  it  soon  became  harassing  and  abusive.  Huizar  would  berate  Mrs.  Alvarez 
for  not  completing  tasks  that  she  had  long  since  completed  but  that  Huizar  had  clearly  forgotten 
about,  and  criticize  her  about  the  quality  of  work  product  that  he  had  previously  praised  or 
otherwise  taken  no  issue  with.  Huizar  had  even  begun  complaining  to  other  staffers  that  Mrs. 
Alvarez  was  suddenly  not  focusing  on  her  work  (that  is,  complaining  that  she  was  not  focused 
solely  on  him). 

56.  One  day,  in  October  2017,  Huizar  even  threw  a  heavy  4-inch  binder  at  Mrs. 
Alvarez.  Huizar  had  returned  from  a  City  Council  meeting  and  was  complaining  that  Mrs. 
Alvarez  was  purportedly  late  in  bringing  his  scheduling  request  binder  (and  hot  tea)  down  to  him 
in  chambers.  So,  Huizar  walked  past  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  desk  and  barked,  “Next  time,  have  my  book 
down  to  me  on  time!” — and  then  threw  the  binder  at  Mrs.  Alvarez  and  hit  her  in  the  chest  with  it. 
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Two  other  senior  staffers  witnessed  the  incident  and,  like  Mrs.  Alvarez,  were  appalled  by 
Huizar’s  behavior. 

57.  Things  got  so  bad  that,  in  May  2017,  Mrs.  Alvarez  blocked  Huizar  from  following 
her  on  Facebook  and  Instagram  so  that  she  would  not  be  targeted  by  him  for  retaliation  on 
account  of  having  a  personal  life. 

58.  In  September  2017,  Mrs.  Alvarez  and  her  husband  learned  that  they  were 
pregnant  with  their  first  child. 

59.  In  October  2017,  Mrs.  Alvarez  personally  informed  Huizar  that  she  was  pregnant. 

60.  That  same  month,  October  2017,  Mrs.  Alvarez  also  announced  her  pregnancy 
during  an  Executive  Meeting.  Huizar  was  present  at  that  meeting  as  were  his  senior  advisors  and 
other  members  of  his  executive  staff. 

6 1 .  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  Huizar  was 
angry  that  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  pregnant.  He  knew  that  her  pregnancy  meant  that  she  would  have 
to  take  time  off  from  work  for  prenatal  doctor  appointments  and  that  Mrs.  Alvarez  would 
eventually  take  maternity  leave,  and  was  frustrated  by  how  her  temporary  absence  might  impact 
him.  Thereafter,  Huizar  began  telling  other  staffers  that  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  not  focused,  that  she 
suddenly  had  an  “attendance  problem,”  and  that  he  should  think  about  replacing  her. 

62.  Huizar’s  complaints  about  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  attendance  were  unfounded. 

For  instance,  Huizar  would  often  complain  that  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  AWOL  when  someone 
(often  his  mistress)  would  tell  him  that  she  was  not  at  her  desk.  However,  as  was  the  case  well 
before  her  pregnancy,  Mrs.  Alvarez  would  routinely  work  out  of  one  of  Huizar’s  field  offices 
when  his  executive  team  was  scheduled  to  have  a  meeting  there.  Nor  had  Mrs.  Alvarez  lost 
focus  on  her  job.  To  the  contrary,  even  on  the  days  on  which  she  was  battling  morning  sickness 
or  attending  doctors’  appointments,  Mrs.  Alvarez  would  log  onto  her  computer  and  work 
remotely  to  update  Huizar’s  calendar,  continue  evaluating  his  scheduling  requests,  and  perform 
the  other  tasks  and  assignments  for  which  she  was  responsible. 
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3.  Huizar  Harassed  and  Retaliated  Against  Mrs.  Alvarez  for  Voicing 

Concerns  and  Complaints  about  the  Legality  of  Engaging  in  Political 
Activities  for  Richelle  Huizar  on  City  Time 

63.  Things  became  even  more  uncomfortable  for  Mrs.  Alvarez  when,  in  or  about  June 
2017,  Huizar  began  requiring  his  staff  to  hold  meetings  to  plan  and  launch  Richelle  Huizar’s 
campaign  for  his  seat  when  tenn  limits  require  him  to  step  down  in  2020.  Mrs.  Alvarez  was 
unsettled  by  the  potential  ethical  and  legal  consequences  of  Huizar’s  requirement  that  she  and 
other  staffers  conduct  those  meetings  to  begin  with.  Huizar  frequently  required  his  staffers  to 
conduct  these  meetings  during  normal  City  work  hours  and  in  City  properties,  which  were 
calendared  as  an  “Executive  No.  2  Meeting.”  Furthermore,  Huizar  directed  his  staffers  to  create 
a  secret  email  address  for  Richelle  Huizar  through  which  they  could  communicate  with  her, 
share  his  City  calendar  with  her  so  that  she  would  know  which  events  to  attend  that  might  help 
publicize  her  potential  candidacy,  as  well  as  to  send  her  briefings  and  “talking  points”  on  certain 
issues.  Those  materials  were  often  created  by  Huizar’s  staffers  on  City  time  and  specifically  for 
Richelle  Huizar. 

64.  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  solely  responsible  for  updating  Richelle  Huizar’s  calendar  with 
meetings  and  events  her  husband’s  executive  staff  believed  she  should  attend  to  increase  her 
name  recognition  and  publicize  her  impending  candidacy.  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  also  responsible  for 
personally  notifying  Richelle  Huizar  about  the  addition  to  her  calendar  and  explaining  why  she 
should  make  the  appearance. 

65.  Mrs.  Alvarez  had  at  the  time  a  reasonable  and  good  faith  belief  that  the  meetings 
held  and  work  product  generated  for  Richelle  Huizar’s  campaign  constituted  a  violation  of 
City  ethics  rules  and  laws  (Los  Angeles  Municipal  Code  Chapter  IV,  Articles  9.5  and  9.7), 
state  public  records  and  political  activity  laws  (Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  6250  et  seq.;  Cal  Gov.  Code 
§§  3203,  3209,  19990),  as  well  as  federal  political  activity  law  (5  U.S.C.  §  7321  et  seq.). 

66.  In  or  about  January  2018,  Mrs.  Alvarez  voiced  her  concerns  to  Huizar  about  the 
potential  legal  and  ethical  violations  of  engaging  in  the  above-described  on-the-job  political 
activity  for  Richelle  Huizar,  but  was  rebuffed  by  the  Councilman. 
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67.  Still,  in  January  2018,  Huizar  asked  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  organize  a  special  program 
that  would  generate  name  recognition  for  his  wife  and  publicize  Richelle  Huizar’ s  impending 
campaign.  Mrs.  Alvarez  declined  Huizar’ s  request  since  she  was  already  leery  of  engaging  in 
political  activity  on  City  time  and  did  not  want  to  continue  doing  so. 

68.  Huizar  was  angered  by  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  rejection  of  his  request.  Plaintiff  is 
informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  internal  complaints  she  raised  about  the 
above-described  on-the-job  political  activity  for  Richelle  Huizar  engendered  extreme  retaliatory 
animus  in  Huizar  toward  Mrs.  Alvarez,  who  was  angered  and  disappointed  that  Mrs.  Alvarez 
was  not  being  a  “team  player”  and  challenging  his  authority  and  decision-making. 

69.  As  a  result,  Huizar  continued  to  personally  harass  and  retaliate  against  Mrs. 
Alvarez.  Among  other  things,  Huizar  continued  hassling  Plaintiff  both  during  and  outside  of 
nonnal  work  hours;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  increasing  Plaintiffs  workload;  unreasonably 
and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  speed  with  which  Plaintiff  was  completing  assignments; 
unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  quality  of  Plaintiff  s  work  product  and  general  job 
execution;  questioning  and  criticizing  Plaintiff  for  taking  sick  and  vacation  leave  to  attend 
medical  appointments;  throwing  things  at  Plaintiff  and  otherwise  invading  her  personal  space; 
and  making  snide  comments  about  Plaintiffs  personal  life. 

4.  Huizar  Demoted  Mrs.  Alvarez  Following  Her  Return  from  Disability 
and  Maternity  Leave 

70.  In  January  2018,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  still  early  in  her  pregnancy.  Yet,  Huizar’ s 
behavior  caused  Mrs.  Alvarez  so  much  stress  and  anxiety  that  she  began  having  pretenn  labor 
pains  at  just  16  weeks  and  endured  two  miscarriage  scares. 

71.  Asa  result,  in  February  20 18,  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  physician  diagnosed  her  with  a 
generalized  anxiety,  panic,  and  depressive  disorder  and  placed  her  off  of  work  as  a  consequence 
of  her  disability.  Mrs.  Alvarez  provided  her  office  and  the  City  with  all  of  the  necessary  doctors’ 
notes  and  leave  paperwork  incident  to  her  healthcare  providers’  diagnoses  and  disability  leave 
orders.  Huizar  was  aware  of  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  leave  and  that  it  was  doctor-ordered. 
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in  Huizar  toward  Plaintiff.  Huizar  was  angered  and  frustrated  on  account  of  the  operational 
adjustments  he  would  have  to  make  in  the  office  on  account  of  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  temporary 
absence,  such  as  finding  another  employee  to  stand  in  as  his  Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler 
during  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  leave. 

73.  In  April  2018,  Mrs.  Alvarez  took  maternity  leave  from  the  office. 

74.  Before  she  left  on  leave,  Mrs.  Alvarez  trained  another  staffer  on  how  to  perfonn 
her  job  while  she  was  out. 

75.  When  she  left  on  leave,  Mrs.  Alvarez  still  held  the  title  and  position  of  Executive 
Assistant  and  Scheduler. 

76.  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  scheduled  to  return  from  leave  on  July  2,  2018. 

77.  In  advance  of  her  return,  on  June  27,  2018,  Mrs.  Alvarez  emailed  Huizar’s  Chief 
of  Staff,  Paul  Habib,  to  advise  that  she  wanted  to  come  into  the  office  the  week  prior  to  her 
formal  return  date  to  get  reacclimated.  She  wanted  to  confer  with  her  temporary  stand-in  to 
catch  up  on  the  scheduling  requests  that  had  come  in  while  she  was  on  leave  and  to  get  an  idea  of 
what  requests  still  needed  evaluation,  write-up,  and  follow-up. 

78.  Yet,  Habib  was  oddly  reticent  about  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  desire  to  transition  back  into 
the  office.  He  responded  via  email  on  June  30,  2018,  and  directed  Mrs.  Alvarez  not  to  return  to 
the  office  and  not  to  confer  with  any  staff  other  than  him  until  he  could  schedule  a  date  and  time 
for  them  to  discuss  her  transition  in  person. 

79.  On  July  3,  2018,  Mrs.  Alvarez  returned  to  the  office  and  met  with  Habib.  During 
that  meeting,  at  Huizar’s  direction,  Habib  demoted  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  an  office  manager  position. 

80.  Mrs.  Alvarez  expressed  dismay  at  being  demoted,  but  Habib  told  Mrs.  Alvarez 
that  the  office  manager  position  is  where  Huizar  “needed  her  right  now.”  Habib  then  tried  to 
mollify  Mrs.  Alvarez  by  telling  her  that  the  office  manager  position  came  with  an  increased 
salary.  But  Mrs.  Alvarez  is  no  fool.  She  knew  the  raise  was  just  an  attempt  to  cover  up  the 
discriminatory,  harassing,  and  retaliatory  nature  of  he  and  Huizar’s  decision.  And  besides, 
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81.  In  any  event,  the  office  manager  position  was  not  the  same  as,  nor  comparable  to, 
Mrs.  Alvarez’s  previous  position  and  there  was  no  legitimate  business  reason  unrelated  to 
Plaintiffs  pregnancy,  medical  leave,  gender,  and  internal  complaints  that  justified  the  demotion. 

82.  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  demotion  resulted  in  the  loss  of  all  of  her  pre-leave  duties  and 
responsibilities.  She  was  reduced  from  being  the  executive  adviser  primarily  responsible  for 
scheduling  meetings  with  Huizar  to  being  the  receptionist  primarily  responsible  for  reserving 
conference  rooms  and  ordering  ink  for  the  printers.  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  removed  from  Huizar’ s 
cadre  of  senior  advisors  and  disinvited  from  attending  any  further  executive  team  meetings. 
Huizar  also  revoked  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  access  to  his  calendar. 

83.  What’s  more,  the  office  manager  responsibilities  that  Huizar  assigned  to 

Mrs.  Alvarez  were  not  even  comparable  to  those  given  to  the  office  manager  that  immediately 
preceded  her  in  that  role  (and,  incidentally,  who  also  left  the  office  as  a  result  of  Huizar’ s 
retaliatory  conduct).  Among  other  things,  the  previous  office  manager  had  responsibility  over 
funding  requests  and  vendor  contracts.  Yet,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  stripped  of  even  those  more 
sophisticated  administrative  duties.  Instead,  the  version  of  office  manager  Huizar  wanted  Mrs. 
Alvarez  to  fulfill  involved  only  answering  phones,  greeting  visitors,  ordering  office  supplies  and 
staffers’  business  cards,  and  coordinating  tours  of  City  Hall. 

84.  In  other  words,  Huizar  reduced  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  executive-level  role  to  that  of  a 
receptionist.  In  fact,  that  is  where  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  physically  relocated  when  she  returned  from 
leave;  whereas  she  used  to  sit  in  the  anteroom  right  outside  of  Huizar’s  office  along  with  his 
other  senior  advisors,  when  Mrs.  Alvarez  returned  from  maternity  leave  she  was  moved  to  the 
receptionists’  desk  at  the  front  of  the  Councilmember’s  office  suite. 

85.  Huizar’s  decision  to  demote  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  retaliatory  in  nature.  Among  other 
reasons,  Huizar  demoted  Mrs.  Alvarez  as  reprisal  for:  (i)  taking  disability  leave  in  advance  of 
her  pregnancy;  (ii)  taking  maternity  leave  to  give  birth  to  a  child  and  bond  with  her  newborn  son; 
(iii)  voicing  concerns  and  complaining  about  having  to  alter  Huizar’s  calendars  in  response  to 

_ 19 _ 

Verified  Complaint  for  Damages  |  Demand  for  Jury  Trial 


1 


2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


requests  made  pursuant  to  the  California  Public  Records  Act;  (iv)  voicing  concerns  and 
complaining  about  having  to  engage  in  political  campaign  activities  for  Huizar’s  wife  during 
nonnal  City  work  hours  and  while  utilizing  City  resources;  and  (v)  voicing  concerns  and 
complaining  about  the  preferential  treatment  Huizar  was  giving  to  a  City  staffer  with  whom  he 
was  having  an  extramarital  affair. 

86.  The  employee  Mrs.  Alvarez  had  trained  to  temporarily  fulfill  her  role  as 
Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler  was  upset  about  the  change  as  well,  since  she  was  told  that 
the  position  would  be  her  new  permanent  job  in  the  office.  She  confessed  to  Mrs.  Alvarez  that 
she  told  Habib  that  she  did  not  want  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  job,  but  was  forced  to  accept  the  position 
notwithstanding  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  impending  return  from  leave. 

87.  As  a  result  of  being  demoted  and  stripped  of  any  meaningful  function  at  the 
office,  Mrs.  Alvarez  was  constructively  terminated.  Huizar  intentionally  created  and  knowingly 
pennitted  working  conditions  that  were  so  intolerable  that  any  reasonable  and  comparably- 
situated  employee  would  be  compelled  to  resign. 

88.  Mrs.  Alvarez  submitted  a  formal  resignation  communication  to  Habib  on 
July  23,  2018. 

89.  She  was  humiliated.  Mrs.  Alvarez  felt  that  she  had  no  other  option  but  to  resign 
rather  than  endure  the  ridicule,  shame,  and  uselessness  associated  with  her  demotion  and 
diminished  position  in  the  office.  No  other  staffer  would  ever  reasonably  conclude  that  being 
involuntarily  reassigned  from  Huizar’s  Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler  to  an  office  manager 
position  was  anything  other  than  a  punitive  demotion. 

90.  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  last  day  as  a  City  employee  was  July  3 1,  2018. 
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FIRST  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 
Retaliation 

In  Violation  of  Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(a),  (h) 

(Against  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and  Does  1-10) 

91.  Plaintiff  incorporates  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  90,  above,  and  repeats, 
reiterates,  and  realleges  each  and  every  allegation  contained  therein  with  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  such  paragraphs  were  set  forth  fully  at  length  here. 

92.  Section  12940(h)  of  the  California  Government  Code  makes  it  unlawful  for  an 
employer  to  retaliate  against  an  employee  for  “opposing]  practices  forbidden  under  [FEHA’s 
statutory  scheme]  or  because  the  person  has  filed  a  complaint,  testified,  or  assisted  in  any 
proceeding  under  [FEHA’s  statutory  scheme].” 

93.  As  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint,  Plaintiff  engaged  in 
such  protected  conduct  under  FEHA  by  complaining  to  and  about  Defendants’  conduct.  In 
particular,  Plaintiffs  protected  activity  included,  but  is  not  limited  to:  (i)  taking  disability  leave 
in  advance  of  her  pregnancy;  (ii)  taking  maternity  leave  to  give  birth  to  a  child  and  bond  with  her 
newborn  son;  (iii)  voicing  concerns  and  complaining  about  having  to  alter  Huizar’s  calendars  in 
response  to  requests  made  pursuant  to  the  California  Public  Records  Act;  (iv)  voicing  concerns 
and  complaining  about  having  to  engage  in  political  campaign  activities  for  Huizar’s  wife  during 
nonnal  City  work  hours  and  while  utilizing  City  resources;  and  (v)  voicing  concerns  and 
complaining  about  the  preferential  treatment  Huizar  was  giving  to  a  City  staffer  with  whom  he 
was  having  an  extramarital  affair  (as  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint 
(see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)). 

94.  At  the  time  in  which  Plaintiff  engaged  in  such  protected  activities,  Plaintiff  held  a 
good  faith  and  reasonable  belief  that  the  alleged  actions  violated  a  law  or  administrative  statute 
(Los  Angeles  Municipal  Code  Chapter  IV,  Articles  9.5  and  9.7),  state  public  records  and  political 
activity  laws  (Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  6250  et  seq.;  Cal  Gov.  Code  §§  3203,  3209,  19990),  as  well  as 
federal  political  activity  law  (5  U.S.C.  §  7321  et  seq.). 
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95.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities,  as  set  forth  herein,  were  individually  and 
collectively  a  contributing  factor  in  Defendant’s  decision  to  constructively  terminate  Plaintiffs 
employment  and,  prior  thereto,  to  subject  her  to  abusive  and  harassing  retaliatory  employment 
practices.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities  were  the  sole,  motivating,  and  but-for  cause  of  the 
adverse  employment  actions  Defendants  took  against  her. 

96.  In  response  to  Plaintiffs  protected  activities,  Defendants  retaliated  against 
Plaintiff,  including,  but  not  limited  to:  harassing  and  hassling  Plaintiff  both  during  and  outside 
of  normal  work  hours;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  increasing  Plaintiffs  workload; 
unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  speed  with  which  Plaintiff  was  completing 
assignments;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  quality  of  Plaintiff  s  work  product 
and  general  job  execution;  and,  questioning  and  criticizing  Plaintiff  for  taking  sick  and  vacation 
leave  to  attend  medical  appointments  (as  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint 
{see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)). 

97.  As  a  proximate  result  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  Defendants,  and  each  of  them, 
Plaintiff  has  been  harmed  in  that  Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  will  continue  to  suffer,  actual, 
consequential,  and  incidental  financial  losses,  including,  without  limitation,  loss  of  income, 
salary  and  benefits,  and  the  intangible  loss  of  employment-related  opportunities  for  growth  in 
Plaintiffs  field  and  damage  to  Plaintiffs  professional  reputation,  all  in  an  amount  according  to 
proof  at  the  time  of  trial. 

98.  As  a  direct,  foreseeable  and  proximate  result  of  Defendants’  wrongful  acts, 
Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  continues  to  suffer,  substantial  losses  of  earnings  and  employment 
benefits,  and  has  suffered  humiliation,  embarrassment,  mental  and  emotional  distress  and 
discomfort,  all  to  Plaintiffs  damage  in  an  amount  proven  at  trial. 

99.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  aforesaid  acts 
directed  toward  Plaintiff  by  Defendants  were  carried  out  with  a  conscious  disregard  of  Plaintiff  s 
right  to  be  free  from  such  illegal  behavior,  such  as  to  constitute  oppression,  fraud,  or  malice 
pursuant  to  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  among  other  provisions,  entitling  Plaintiff 
to  punitive  damages  in  an  amount  appropriate  to  punish  and  set  an  example  of  Defendants. 
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resources;  and  (v)  voicing  concerns  and  complaining  about  the  preferential  treatment  Huizar  was 
giving  to  a  City  staffer  with  whom  he  was  having  an  extramarital  affair  (as  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint  ( see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)). 

105.  At  the  time  in  which  Plaintiff  engaged  in  such  protected  activities,  Plaintiff  held  a 
good  faith  and  reasonable  belief  that  the  alleged  actions  violated  the  City’s  ethics  and  integrity 
rules,  or  were  otherwise  violations  of  a  law  or  administrative  statute  (Los  Angeles  Municipal 
Code  Chapter  IV,  Articles  9.5  and  9.7),  state  public  records  and  political  activity  laws  (Cal.  Gov. 
Code  §  6250  et  seq.;  Cal  Gov.  Code  §§  3203,  3209,  19990),  as  well  as  federal  political  activity 
law  (5  U.S.C.  §  7321  et  seq.). 

106.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities,  as  set  forth  herein,  were  individually  and 
collectively  a  contributing  factor  in  Defendant’s  decision  to  constructively  terminate  Plaintiffs 
employment.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities  were  the  sole,  motivating,  and  but-for  cause  of  the 
adverse  employment  actions  Defendants  took  against  her. 

107.  In  response  to  Plaintiffs  protected  activities,  Defendants  retaliated  against 
Plaintiff,  including,  but  not  limited  to:  harassing  and  hassling  Plaintiff  both  during  and  outside 
of  normal  work  hours;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  increasing  Plaintiffs  workload; 
unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  speed  with  which  Plaintiff  was  completing 
assignments;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  quality  of  Plaintiff  s  work  product 
and  general  job  execution;  and,  questioning  and  criticizing  Plaintiff  for  taking  sick  and  vacation 
leave  to  attend  medical  appointments  (as  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint 
{see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)). 

108.  Asa  proximate  result  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  Defendants,  and  each  of  them, 
Plaintiff  has  been  harmed  in  that  Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  will  continue  to  suffer,  actual, 
consequential,  and  incidental  financial  losses,  including,  without  limitation,  loss  of  income, 
salary  and  benefits,  and  the  intangible  loss  of  employment-related  opportunities  for  growth  in 
Plaintiffs  field  and  damage  to  Plaintiffs  professional  reputation,  all  in  an  amount  according  to 
proof  at  the  time  of  trial. 


_ 24 

Verified  Complaint  for  Damages  |  Demand  for  Jury  Trial 


28 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
27 


109.  Asa  direct,  foreseeable  and  proximate  result  of  Defendants’  wrongful  acts, 
Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  continues  to  suffer,  substantial  losses  of  earnings  and  employment 
benefits,  and  has  suffered  humiliation,  embarrassment,  mental  and  emotional  distress  and 
discomfort,  all  to  Plaintiffs  damage  in  an  amount  proven  at  trial. 

110.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  aforesaid  acts 
directed  toward  Plaintiff  by  Defendants  were  carried  out  with  a  conscious  disregard  of  Plaintiff  s 
right  to  be  free  from  such  illegal  behavior,  such  as  to  constitute  oppression,  fraud,  or  malice 
pursuant  to  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  among  other  provisions,  entitling  Plaintiff 
to  punitive  damages  in  an  amount  appropriate  to  punish  and  set  an  example  of  Defendants. 

111.  The  actions  alleged  herein  were  taken  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of 
Defendant  and/or  ratified  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant,  namely,  Jose  Huizar 
and  Paul  Habib.  In  so  doing,  said  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant  acted  with 
oppression  and  malice  as  those  tenns  are  used  in  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code.  As 
such,  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  award  of  punitive  damages. 

1 12.  Plaintiff  is  also  entitled  to  an  award  of  attorneys’  and  experts’  fees  pursuant  to, 
inter  alia,  section  1 102.5(f)  of  the  California  Labor  Code. 

THIRD  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 
Pregnancy  Discrimination 
In  Violation  of  Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(a),  12945(a) 

(Against  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and  Does  1-10) 

113.  Plaintiff  incorporates  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  1 12,  above,  and  repeats, 
reiterates,  and  realleges  each  and  every  allegation  contained  therein  with  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  such  paragraphs  were  set  forth  fully  at  length  here. 

1 14.  Sections  12940  and  12945  of  the  California  Government  Code  make  it  unlawful 
for  an  employer  “to  discriminate  against  [a]  person  in  compensation  or  in  tenns,  conditions, 

or  privileges  of  employment”  because  of  “pregnancy,  childbirth,  or  a  related  medical  condition.” 
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115.  As  averred  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint,  Mrs.  Alvarez  informed 
Defendants,  and  each  of  them,  as  well  as  their  agents  and  subordinates,  that  she  was  pregnant 

in  October  2017.  Thereafter,  Defendants,  and  each  of  them,  as  well  as  their  agents  and 
subordinates,  singled  Mrs.  Alvarez  out  for  retaliation  and  disparate  treatment  with  regard  to  the 
tenns,  conditions,  and  privileges  of  her  employment  because  of  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  pregnancy, 
gender,  and  associated  disability  and  maternity  leaves,  in  violation  of  Sections  12940  and  12945. 
In  particular,  Defendants’  retaliatory  and  disparate  treatment  of  Mrs.  Alvarez  included,  but  was 
not  limited  to:  harassing  and  hassling  Plaintiff  both  during  and  outside  of  normal  work  hours; 
unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  increasing  Plaintiffs  workload;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably 
criticizing  the  speed  with  which  Plaintiff  was  completing  assignments;  unreasonably  and 
unjustifiably  criticizing  the  quality  of  Plaintiff  s  work  product  and  general  job  execution;  and, 
questioning  and  criticizing  Plaintiff  for  taking  sick  and  vacation  leave  to  attend  medical 
appointments  (as  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint  ( see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)). 

116.  The  actions  of  Defendants,  and  each  of  them,  as  well  as  those  of  their  agents  and 
subordinates,  negatively  affected  the  terms,  conditions,  and  privileges  of  Mrs.  Alvarez’s 
employment,  and  resulted  in  the  constructive  termination  of  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  employment. 

1 17.  Defendants,  and  each  of  them,  as  well  as  their  agents  and  subordinates,  did  not 
treat  non-pregnant,  male,  or  non-disabled  employees  in  the  same  manner  in  which  Mrs.  Alvarez 
was  treated;  they  were  treated  more  favorably. 

118.  Defendants,  and  each  of  them,  as  well  as  their  agents  and  subordinates,  have 
consistently  failed  to  give  any  reasonable  justification  for  subjecting  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  the 
foregoing  adverse  employment  actions.  Mrs.  Alvarez  alleges  that  these  actions  were  taken  by 
Defendants,  and  each  of  them,  as  well  as  their  agents  and  subordinates,  because  of  Mrs. 

Alvarez’s  pregnancy,  gender,  and  associated  disability  and  maternity  leaves,  in  violation  of 
Sections  12940  and  12945.  These  immutable  characteristics  were  the  sole,  motivating,  and  but- 
for  cause  of  the  adverse  employment  actions  Defendants  took  against  her. 

119.  Asa  proximate  result  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  Defendants,  and  each  of  them, 
Plaintiff  has  been  harmed  in  that  Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  will  continue  to  suffer,  actual, 
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consequential,  and  incidental  financial  losses,  including,  without  limitation,  loss  of  income, 
salary  and  benefits,  and  the  intangible  loss  of  employment-related  opportunities  for  growth  in 
Plaintiffs  field  and  damage  to  Plaintiffs  professional  reputation,  all  in  an  amount  according  to 
proof  at  the  time  of  trial. 

120.  As  a  direct,  foreseeable  and  proximate  result  of  Defendants’  wrongful  acts, 
Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  continues  to  suffer,  substantial  losses  of  earnings  and  employment 
benefits,  and  has  suffered  humiliation,  embarrassment,  mental  and  emotional  distress  and 
discomfort,  all  to  Plaintiffs  damage  in  an  amount  proven  at  trial. 

121.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  aforesaid  acts 
directed  toward  Plaintiff  by  Defendants  were  carried  out  with  a  conscious  disregard  of  Plaintiff  s 
right  to  be  free  from  such  illegal  behavior,  such  as  to  constitute  oppression,  fraud,  or  malice 
pursuant  to  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  among  other  provisions,  entitling  Plaintiff 
to  punitive  damages  in  an  amount  appropriate  to  punish  and  set  an  example  of  Defendants. 

122.  The  actions  alleged  herein  were  taken  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of 
Defendant  and/or  ratified  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant,  namely,  Jose  Huizar 
and  Paul  Habib.  In  so  doing,  said  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant  acted  with 
oppression  and  malice  as  those  tenns  are  used  in  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code. 

As  such,  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  award  of  punitive  damages. 

123.  Plaintiff  is  also  entitled  to  an  award  of  attorneys’  and  experts’  fees  pursuant  to, 
inter  alia,  section  12965(b)  of  the  California  Government  Code. 

FOURTH  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 
Wrongful  Termination  in  Violation  of  Public  Policy 
(Against  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and  Does  1-10) 

124.  Plaintiff  incorporates  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  123,  above,  and  repeats, 
reiterates,  and  realleges  each  and  every  allegation  contained  therein  with  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  such  paragraphs  were  set  forth  fully  at  length  here. 
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125.  The  discharge  of  an  employee  in  retaliation  for  resisting  or  complaining  about 
employer  violations  of  laws  that  secure  important  public  policies  contravenes  those  policies,  and 
gives  rise  to  a  common  law  action  in  tort. 

126.  Plaintiff  engaged  in  such  protected  conduct  under  FEHA  and  under  section 

1 102.5  of  the  Civil  Code  by  complaining  to  and  about  Defendants’  conduct,  as  described  above. 
In  particular,  Plaintiffs  protected  activity  included,  but  is  not  limited  to:  (i)  taking  disability 
leave  in  advance  of  her  pregnancy;  (ii)  taking  maternity  leave  to  give  birth  to  a  child  and  bond 
with  her  newborn  son;  (iii)  voicing  concerns  and  complaining  about  having  to  alter  Huizar’s 
calendars  in  response  to  requests  made  pursuant  to  the  California  Public  Records  Act;  (iv) 
voicing  concerns  and  complaining  about  having  to  engage  in  political  campaign  activities  for 
Huizar’s  wife  during  nonnal  City  work  hours  and  while  utilizing  City  resources;  and  (v)  voicing 
concerns  and  complaining  about  the  preferential  treatment  Huizar  was  giving  to  a  City  staffer 
with  whom  he  was  having  an  extramarital  affair  (as  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this 
Complaint  (see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)). 

127.  At  the  time  in  which  Plaintiff  engaged  in  such  protected  activities,  Plaintiff  held  a 
good  faith  and  reasonable  belief  that  the  alleged  actions  violated  the  City’s  ethics  and  integrity 
rules,  or  were  otherwise  violations  of  a  law  or  administrative  statute  (Los  Angeles  Municipal 
Code  Chapter  IV,  Articles  9.5  and  9.7),  state  public  records  and  political  activity  laws  (Cal.  Gov. 
Code  §  6250  et  seq.;  Cal  Gov.  Code  §§  3203,  3209,  19990),  as  well  as  federal  political  activity 
law  (5  U.S.C.  §  7321  et  seq.). 

128.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities,  as  set  forth  herein,  were  individually  and 
collectively  a  contributing  factor  in  Defendant’s  decision  to  constructively  terminate  Plaintiffs 
employment.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities  were  the  sole,  motivating,  and  but-for  cause  of  the 
adverse  employment  actions  Defendants  took  against  her. 

129.  Plaintiff  was  harassed  and  subsequently  constructively  terminated  for  asserting 
her  statutory  and  constitutional  rights  to  engage  in  protected  activity.  Defendants’  violation  of 
Plaintiffs  statutory  and  constitutional  rights  is  inconsistent  with,  and  hostile  to,  the  public’s 
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interest  in  correcting  violations  of  state  and  federal  laws  and  regulations,  and  has  a  chilling  effect 
on  reports  of  such  actual  and  suspected  violations  of  state  and  federal  laws  and  regulations. 

130.  Defendants’  reasons  for  harassing  Plaintiff  and  subsequently  constructively 
tenninating  Plaintiffs  employment  are  pretextual  in  nature  and  calculated  to  disguise  the 
motivating  bases  of  the  adverse  employment  actions  to  which  Plaintiff  was  subjected. 

131.  Asa  proximate  result  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  Defendants,  and  each  of  them, 
Plaintiff  has  been  harmed  in  that  Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  will  continue  to  suffer,  actual, 
consequential,  and  incidental  financial  losses,  including,  without  limitation,  loss  of  income, 
salary  and  benefits,  and  the  intangible  loss  of  employment-related  opportunities  for  growth  in 
Plaintiffs  field  and  damage  to  Plaintiffs  professional  reputation,  all  in  an  amount  according  to 
proof  at  the  time  of  trial. 

132.  As  a  direct,  foreseeable  and  proximate  result  of  Defendants’  wrongful  acts, 
Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  continues  to  suffer,  substantial  losses  of  earnings  and  employment 
benefits,  and  has  suffered  humiliation,  embarrassment,  mental  and  emotional  distress  and 
discomfort,  all  to  Plaintiffs  damage  in  an  amount  proven  at  trial. 

133.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  aforesaid  acts 
directed  toward  Plaintiff  by  Defendants  were  carried  out  with  a  conscious  disregard  of  Plaintiff  s 
right  to  be  free  from  such  illegal  behavior,  such  as  to  constitute  oppression,  fraud,  or  malice 
pursuant  to  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  among  other  provisions,  entitling  Plaintiff 
to  punitive  damages  in  an  amount  appropriate  to  punish  and  set  an  example  of  Defendants. 

134.  The  actions  alleged  herein  were  taken  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of 
Defendant  and/or  ratified  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant,  namely,  Jose  Huizar 
and  Paul  Habib.  In  so  doing,  said  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant  acted  with 
oppression  and  malice  as  those  tenns  are  used  in  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code.  As 
such,  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  award  of  punitive  damages. 
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FIFTH  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 
Failure  to  Prevent  Unlawful  Discrimination 
In  Violation  of  Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(k) 

(Against  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  and  Does  1-10) 

135.  Plaintiff  incorporates  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  134,  above,  and  repeats, 
reiterates,  and  realleges  each  and  every  allegation  contained  therein  with  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  such  paragraphs  were  set  forth  fully  at  length  here. 

136.  Section  12940(k)  of  the  California  Government  Code  makes  it  unlawful  for  an 
employer  to  “fail  to  take  all  reasonable  steps  necessary  to  prevent  discrimination  and  harassment 
from  occurring.” 

137.  As  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint,  Plaintiff  engaged  in 
protected  conduct  under  FEHA  by  complaining  to  and  about  Defendant’s  conduct.  In  particular, 
Plaintiffs  protected  activity  included,  but  is  not  limited  to:  (i)  taking  disability  leave  in  advance 
of  her  pregnancy;  (ii)  taking  maternity  leave  to  give  birth  to  a  child  and  bond  with  her  newborn 
son;  (iii)  voicing  concerns  and  complaining  about  having  to  alter  Huizar’s  calendars  in  response 
to  requests  made  pursuant  to  the  California  Public  Records  Act;  (iv)  voicing  concerns  and 
complaining  about  having  to  engage  in  political  campaign  activities  for  Huizar’s  wife  during 
nonnal  City  work  hours  and  while  utilizing  City  resources;  and  (v)  voicing  concerns  and 
complaining  about  the  preferential  treatment  Huizar  was  giving  to  a  City  staffer  with  whom  he 
was  having  an  extramarital  affair  (as  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint 
{see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)). 

138.  At  the  time  in  which  Plaintiff  engaged  in  such  protected  activities,  Plaintiff  held  a 
good  faith  and  reasonable  belief  that  the  alleged  actions  violated  the  City’s  ethics  and  integrity 
rules,  or  were  otherwise  violations  of  a  law  or  administrative  statute  (Los  Angeles  Municipal 
Code  Chapter  IV,  Articles  9.5  and  9.7),  state  public  records  and  political  activity  laws  (Cal.  Gov. 
Code  §  6250  et  seq.;  Cal  Gov.  Code  §§  3203,  3209,  19990),  as  well  as  federal  political  activity 
law  (5  U.S.C.  §  7321  et  seq.). 
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139.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities,  as  set  forth  herein,  were  individually  and 
collectively  a  contributing  factor  in  Defendant’s  decision  to  constructively  terminate  Plaintiffs 
employment,  as  well  as  to  subject  her  to  the  abusive,  harassing,  and  retaliatory  adverse 
employment  actions  as  described  above.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities  were  the  sole, 
motivating,  and  but-for  cause  of  the  adverse  employment  actions  Defendants  took  against  her. 

140.  In  response  to  Plaintiffs  protected  activities,  Defendants  retaliated  against 
Plaintiff,  including,  but  not  limited  to:  harassing  and  hassling  Plaintiff  both  during  and  outside 
of  normal  work  hours;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  increasing  Plaintiffs  workload; 
unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  speed  with  which  Plaintiff  was  completing 
assignments;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  quality  of  Plaintiff  s  work  product 
and  general  job  execution;  and,  questioning  and  criticizing  Plaintiff  for  taking  sick  and  vacation 
leave  to  attend  medical  appointments  (as  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint 
{see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)). 

141.  Defendants  failed  to  take  reasonable  steps  necessary  to  prevent  the  discrimination, 
harassment,  and  retaliation  that  Plaintiff  was  subjected  to  from  occurring. 

142.  Asa  proximate  result  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  Defendants,  and  each  of  them, 
Plaintiff  has  been  hanned  in  that  Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  will  continue  to  suffer,  actual, 
consequential,  and  incidental  financial  losses,  including,  without  limitation,  loss  of  income, 
salary  and  benefits,  and  the  intangible  loss  of  employment-related  opportunities  for  growth  in 
Plaintiffs  field  and  damage  to  Plaintiffs  professional  reputation,  all  in  an  amount  according  to 
proof  at  the  time  of  trial. 

143.  Asa  direct,  foreseeable  and  proximate  result  of  Defendants’  wrongful  acts, 
Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  continues  to  suffer,  substantial  losses  of  earnings  and  employment 
benefits,  and  has  suffered  humiliation,  embarrassment,  mental  and  emotional  distress  and 
discomfort,  all  to  Plaintiffs  damage  in  an  amount  proven  at  trial. 

144.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  aforesaid  acts 
directed  toward  Plaintiff  by  Defendants  were  carried  out  with  a  conscious  disregard  of  Plaintiff  s 
right  to  be  free  from  such  illegal  behavior,  such  as  to  constitute  oppression,  fraud,  or  malice 
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pursuant  to  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  among  other  provisions,  entitling  Plaintiff 
to  punitive  damages  in  an  amount  appropriate  to  punish  and  set  an  example  of  Defendants. 

145.  The  actions  alleged  herein  were  taken  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of 
Defendant  and/or  ratified  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant,  namely,  Jose  Huizar 
and  Paul  Habib.  In  so  doing,  said  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant  acted  with 
oppression  and  malice  as  those  tenns  are  used  in  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code.  As 
such,  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  award  of  punitive  damages. 

146.  Plaintiff  is  also  entitled  to  an  award  of  attorneys’  and  experts’  fees  pursuant  to, 
inter  alia,  section  12965(b)  of  the  California  Government  Code. 

SIXTH  CAUSE  OF  ACTION 
Workplace  Harassment 

In  Violation  of  Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(a),  (h),  (j) 

(Against  Jose  Huizar,  in  his  individual  capacity,  and  Does  1-10) 

147.  Plaintiff  incorporates  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  146,  above,  and  repeats, 
reiterates,  and  realleges  each  and  every  allegation  contained  therein  with  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  such  paragraphs  were  set  forth  fully  at  length  here. 

148.  Section  12940,  subsections  (a)  and  (j),  of  the  California  Government  Code  make 
it  unlawful  for  an  employer  to  discriminate  against  and  harass  an  employee  because  of 
“pregnancy,  childbirth,  or  related  medical  conditions,”  or  on  account  of  the  employee’s  gender  or 
other  protected  immutable  characteristics. 

149.  As  averred  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint,  Mrs.  Alvarez  informed 
Defendants,  and  Huizar  in  particular,  as  well  as  Defendants’  agents  and  subordinates,  that  she 
was  pregnant  in  October  2017.  Thereafter,  Defendants,  and  Huizar  in  particular,  as  well  as 
Defendants’  agents  and  subordinates,  personally  singled  Mrs.  Alvarez  out  for  retaliation  and 
disparate  treatment  with  regard  to  the  terms,  conditions,  and  privileges  of  her  employment 
because  of  Mrs.  Alvarez’s  pregnancy,  gender,  and  associated  disability  and  maternity  leaves,  in 
violation  of  Sections  12940  and  12945.  In  particular,  Defendants’  retaliatory  and  disparate 
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treatment  of  Mrs.  Alvarez  included,  but  was  not  limited  to:  harassing  and  hassling  Plaintiff  both 
during  and  outside  of  normal  work  hours;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  increasing  Plaintiffs 
workload;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  speed  with  which  Plaintiff  was 
completing  assignments;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  quality  of  Plaintiff  s  work 
product  and  general  job  execution;  and,  questioning  and  criticizing  Plaintiff  for  taking  sick  and 
vacation  leave  to  attend  medical  appointments  (as  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this 
Complaint  (see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)).  Huizar  personally  undertook  the  foregoing  actions  as  against 
Mrs.  Alvarez. 

150.  The  actions  of  Defendants,  and  Huizar  in  particular,  as  well  as  those  of  their 
agents  and  subordinates,  negatively  affected  the  terms,  conditions,  and  privileges  of  Mrs. 
Alvarez’s  employment,  and  resulted  in  the  constructive  termination  of  Mrs.  Alvarez’s 
employment. 

151.  Defendants,  and  Huizar  in  particular,  as  well  as  their  agents  and  subordinates,  did 
not  treat  non-pregnant,  male,  or  non-disabled  employees  in  the  same  manner  in  which  Mrs. 
Alvarez  was  treated;  they  were  treated  more  favorably. 

152.  Similarly,  section  12940(h)  of  the  California  Government  Code  makes  it  unlawful 
for  an  employer  to  harass  an  employee  for  “opposing]  practices  forbidden  under  [FEHA’s 
statutory  scheme]  or  because  the  person  has  filed  a  complaint,  testified,  or  assisted  in  any 
proceeding  under  [FEHA’s  statutory  scheme].” 

153.  As  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint,  Plaintiff  engaged 
in  such  protected  conduct  under  FEHA  by  complaining  to  and  about  Defendants’  conduct. 

In  particular,  Plaintiffs  protected  activity  included,  but  is  not  limited  to:  (i)  taking  disability 
leave  in  advance  of  her  pregnancy;  (ii)  taking  maternity  leave  to  give  birth  to  a  child  and  bond 
with  her  newborn  son;  (iii)  voicing  concerns  and  complaining  about  having  to  alter  Huizar’ s 
calendars  in  response  to  requests  made  pursuant  to  the  California  Public  Records  Act; 

(iv)  voicing  concerns  and  complaining  about  having  to  engage  in  political  campaign  activities  for 
Huizar’s  wife  during  nonnal  City  work  hours  and  while  utilizing  City  resources;  and  (v)  voicing 
concerns  and  complaining  about  the  preferential  treatment  Huizar  was  giving  to  a  City  staffer 
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with  whom  he  was  having  an  extramarital  affair  (as  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this 
Complaint  (see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)). 

154.  At  the  time  in  which  Plaintiff  engaged  in  such  protected  activities,  Plaintiff  held  a 
good  faith  and  reasonable  belief  that  the  alleged  actions  violated  a  law  or  administrative  statute 
(Los  Angeles  Municipal  Code  Chapter  IV,  Articles  9.5  and  9.7),  state  public  records  and  political 
activity  laws  (Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  6250  et  seq.;  Cal  Gov.  Code  §§  3203,  3209,  19990),  as  well  as 
federal  political  activity  law  (5  U.S.C.  §  7321  et  seq.). 

155.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities,  as  set  forth  herein,  were  individually  and 
collectively  a  contributing  factor  in  Defendant’s  decision  to  constructively  terminate  Plaintiffs 
employment  and,  prior  thereto,  subject  her  to  abusive  and  harassing  retaliatory  employment 
practices.  Plaintiffs  protected  activities  were  the  sole,  motivating,  and  but-for  cause  of  the 
adverse  employment  actions  Defendants  took  against  her. 

156.  In  response  to  Plaintiffs  protected  activities,  Defendants,  and  Huizar  in 
particular,  personally  subjected  Plaintiff  to  retaliatory  harassment  by,  among  other  things: 
harassing  and  hassling  Plaintiff  both  during  and  outside  of  nonnal  work  hours;  unreasonably  and 
unjustifiably  increasing  Plaintiffs  workload;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  speed 
with  which  Plaintiff  was  completing  assignments;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the 
quality  of  Plaintiff  s  work  product  and  general  job  execution;  and,  questioning  and  criticizing 
Plaintiff  for  taking  sick  and  vacation  leave  to  attend  medical  appointments  (as  described  in  the 
preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint  (see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)).  Huizar  personally  undertook  the 
foregoing  actions  as  against  Mrs.  Alvarez. 

157.  That  is,  Huizar  personally  subjected  Plaintiff  to  verbal  abuse,  derogatory 
comments,  and  physical  interference  with  freedom  of  movement.  Huizar’ s  conduct  was  beyond 
the  scope  of  his  necessary  job  performance  and  was  engaged  in  for  personal  gratification  because 
of  meanness  or  bigotry  and  for  other  personal  motives.  His  conduct  did  not  arise  out  of  his 
nonnal  and  necessary  personnel  management  duties. 

158.  Defendants,  and  Huizar  in  particular,  as  well  as  their  agents  and  subordinates, 
have  consistently  failed  to  give  any  reasonable  justification  for  subjecting  Mrs.  Alvarez  to  the 
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foregoing  adverse  employment  actions.  Mrs.  Alvarez  alleges  that  these  actions  were  taken  by 
Defendants,  and  Huizar  in  particular,  as  well  as  their  agents  and  subordinates,  because  of  Mrs. 
Alvarez’s  pregnancy,  gender,  and  associated  disability  and  maternity  leaves,  in  violation  of 
Sections  12940  and  12945. 

159.  As  a  proximate  result  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  Defendants,  and  each  of  them, 
Plaintiff  has  been  harmed  in  that  Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  will  continue  to  suffer,  actual, 
consequential,  and  incidental  financial  losses,  including,  without  limitation,  loss  of  income, 
salary  and  benefits,  and  the  intangible  loss  of  employment-related  opportunities  for  growth  in 
Plaintiffs  field  and  damage  to  Plaintiffs  professional  reputation,  all  in  an  amount  according  to 
proof  at  the  time  of  trial. 

160.  Asa  direct,  foreseeable  and  proximate  result  of  Defendants’  wrongful  acts, 
Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  continues  to  suffer,  substantial  losses  of  earnings  and  employment 
benefits,  and  has  suffered  humiliation,  embarrassment,  mental  and  emotional  distress  and 
discomfort,  all  to  Plaintiffs  damage  in  an  amount  proven  at  trial. 

161.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  aforesaid  acts 
directed  toward  Plaintiff  by  Defendants  were  carried  out  with  a  conscious  disregard  of  Plaintiff  s 
right  to  be  free  from  such  illegal  behavior,  such  as  to  constitute  oppression,  fraud,  or  malice 
pursuant  to  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  among  other  provisions,  entitling  Plaintiff 
to  punitive  damages  in  an  amount  appropriate  to  punish  and  set  an  example  of  Defendants. 

162.  The  actions  alleged  herein  were  taken  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of 
Defendant  and/or  ratified  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant,  namely,  Jose  Huizar 
and  Paul  Habib.  In  so  doing,  said  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant  acted  with 
oppression  and  malice  as  those  tenns  are  used  in  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code. 

As  such,  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  award  of  punitive  damages. 

163.  Plaintiff  is  also  entitled  to  an  award  of  attorneys’  and  experts’  fees  pursuant  to, 
inter  alia,  section  12965(b)  of  the  California  Government  Code. 
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INTENTIONAL  INFLICTION  OF  EMOTIONAL  DISTRESS 
(Against  Jose  Huizar,  in  his  individual  capacity,  and  Does  1-10) 

164.  Plaintiff  incorporates  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  163,  above,  and  repeats, 
reiterates,  and  realleges  each  and  every  allegation  contained  therein  with  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  such  paragraphs  were  set  forth  fully  at  length  here. 

165.  “A  cause  of  action  for  intentional  infliction  of  emotional  distress  exists  when 
there  is  ‘(1)  extreme  and  outrageous  conduct  by  the  defendant  with  the  intention  of  causing,  or 
reckless  disregard  of  the  probability  of  causing,  emotional  distress;  (2)  the  plaintiffs  suffering 
severe  or  extreme  emotional  distress;  and  (3)  actual  and  proximate  causation  of  the  emotional 
distress  by  the  defendant’s  outrageous  conduct.’”  Hughes  v.  Pair,  46  Cal.  4th  1035  (2009). 

166.  Defendants’  conduct  as  described  above — harassing  and  hassling  Plaintiff  both 
during  and  outside  of  normal  work  hours;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  increasing  Plaintiffs 
workload;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  speed  with  which  Plaintiff  was 
completing  assignments;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  quality  of  Plaintiff  s  work 
product  and  general  job  execution;  questioning  and  criticizing  Plaintiff  for  taking  sick  and 
vacation  leave  to  attend  medical  appointments;  throwing  things  at  Plaintiff  and  otherwise 
invading  her  personal  space;  and  making  snide  comments  about  Plaintiffs  personal  life  (as 
described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  of  this  Complaint  ( see  infra  at  Sect.  IV)) — goes  beyond  all 
possible  bounds  of  decency  of  that  usually  tolerated  in  a  civilized  community,  particularly  when 
directed  toward  a  pregnant  woman. 

167.  Defendants  devoted  little  or  no  thought  to  the  probable  distress  such  acts  would 
cause  Plaintiff,  and  simply  acted  in  reckless  disregard  to  the  possibility  that  Plaintiff  would 
suffer  severe  emotional  distress  as  a  result  of  such  acts. 

168.  Defendants’  acts  did  in  fact  cause  Plaintiff  to  suffer,  among  other  emotions, 
anguish,  nervousness,  anxiety,  grief,  worry,  shock,  humiliation,  and  embarrassment.  The  distress 
is  of  such  severity  that  no  reasonable  person  in  a  civilized  society  should  be  expected  to  bear  the 
same. 
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169.  Defendants’  conduct  was  outrageous  and  outside  the  nonnal  scope  of  the 
employment  relationship  and  was  a  substantial  factor  in  causing  Plaintiffs  harm. 

170.  Defendants’  acts  subjected  Plaintiff  to  cruel  and  unjust  hardship  in  violation  of 
her  rights  as  an  employee  under  California  law.  Defendant  acted  with  malice  in  that  Defendants’ 
actions  were  intended  to  injure  Plaintiff,  and  did  so,  and  because  such  despicable  acts  were 
carried  out  with  a  willful  disregard  for  Plaintiffs  legal  rights  and  personal  wellbeing. 

171.  Plaintiff  has  been  hanned  in  that  Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  will  continue  to  suffer, 
actual,  consequential,  and  incidental  financial  losses,  including,  without  limitation,  loss  of 
income,  salary  and  benefits,  and  the  intangible  loss  of  employment-related  opportunities  for 
growth  in  Plaintiffs  field  and  damage  to  Plaintiffs  professional  reputation,  all  in  an  amount 
according  to  proof  at  the  time  of  trial. 

172.  As  a  direct,  foreseeable  and  proximate  result  of  Defendants’  wrongful  acts, 
Plaintiff  has  suffered,  and  continues  to  suffer,  substantial  losses  of  earnings  and  employment 
benefits,  and  has  suffered  humiliation,  embarrassment,  mental  and  emotional  distress  and 
discomfort,  all  to  Plaintiffs  damage  in  an  amount  proven  at  trial. 

173.  Plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  and  on  that  basis  alleges,  that  the  aforesaid  acts 
directed  toward  Plaintiff  by  Defendants  were  carried  out  with  a  conscious  disregard  of  Plaintiff  s 
right  to  be  free  from  such  illegal  behavior,  such  as  to  constitute  oppression,  fraud,  or  malice 
pursuant  to  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code,  among  other  provisions,  entitling  Plaintiff 
to  punitive  damages  in  an  amount  appropriate  to  punish  and  set  an  example  of  Defendants. 

174.  The  actions  alleged  herein  were  taken  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of 
Defendant  and/or  ratified  by  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant,  namely,  Jose  Huizar 
and  Paul  Habib.  In  so  doing,  said  managing  agents  and/or  officers  of  Defendant  acted  with 
oppression  and  malice  as  those  tenns  are  used  in  section  3294  of  the  California  Civil  Code.  As 
such,  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  award  of  punitive  damages. 
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JURY  TRIAL  DEMAND 


Plaintiff  hereby  demands  a  jury  trial  to  resolve  each  and  every  one  of  the  claims  averred 
in  this  Complaint  against  each  and  every  Defendant. 


PRAYER  FOR  RELIEF 

WHEREFORE,  Plaintiff  prays  for  judgment  against  Defendants,  and  each  of  them, 
according  to  proof,  as  follows: 

On  the  First  Cause  of  Action  for  Retaliation  (Cal.  Gov.  Code  §  12940(a),  (h)): 

1 .  For  actual  and  money  damages  in  an  amount  according  to  proof  at  trial; 

2.  For  compensatory  and  emotional  distress  damages; 

3.  For  punitive  and  exemplary  damages 

4.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  attorneys’  fees; 

5.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  experts’  fees; 

6.  For  an  award  of  prejudgment  interest; 

7.  For  such  other  relief  as  the  Court  deems  just  and  proper. 

On  the  Second  Cause  for  Retaliation  (Cal.  Labor  Code  §  1102.5(b)): 

1 .  For  actual  and  money  damages  in  an  amount  according  to  proof  at  trial; 

2.  For  compensatory  and  emotional  distress  damages; 

3.  For  punitive  and  exemplary  damages 

4.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  attorneys’  fees; 

5.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  experts’  fees; 

6.  For  an  award  of  prejudgment  interest; 

7.  For  such  other  relief  as  the  Court  deems  just  and  proper. 

On  the  Third  Cause  of  Action  for  Pregnancy  Discrimination  (Cal.  Gov.  Code  §§  12940(a), 
12945(a)): 

1 .  For  actual  and  money  damages  in  an  amount  according  to  proof  at  trial; 

2.  For  compensatory  and  emotional  distress  damages; 

3.  For  punitive  and  exemplary  damages 
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4.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  attorneys’  fees; 

5.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  experts’  fees; 

6.  For  an  award  of  prejudgment  interest; 

7.  For  such  other  relief  as  the  Court  deems  just  and  proper. 

On  the  Fourth  Cause  for  Wrongful  Termination  in  Violation  of  Public  Policy: 

1 .  For  actual  and  money  damages; 

2.  For  compensatory  and  emotional  distress  damages; 

3.  For  an  award  of  prejudgment  interest; 

4.  For  such  other  relief  as  the  Court  deems  just  and  proper. 

On  the  Fifth  Cause  of  Action  for  Failure  to  Prevent  Discrimination  (Cal.  Gov.  Code 
§  12940(k)): 

1 .  For  actual  and  money  damages  in  an  amount  according  to  proof  at  trial; 

2.  For  compensatory  and  emotional  distress  damages; 

3.  For  punitive  and  exemplary  damages 

4.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  attorneys’  fees; 

5.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  experts’  fees; 

6.  For  an  award  of  prejudgment  interest; 

7.  For  such  other  relief  as  the  Court  deems  just  and  proper. 

On  the  Sixth  Cause  of  Action  for  Workplace  Harassment  (Cal.  Gov.  Code  §§  12940(a), 
(h),(j»: 

1 .  For  actual  and  money  damages  in  an  amount  according  to  proof  at  trial; 

2.  For  compensatory  and  emotional  distress  damages; 

3.  For  punitive  and  exemplary  damages 

4.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  attorneys’  fees; 

5.  For  Plaintiffs  reasonable  experts’  fees; 

6.  For  an  award  of  prejudgment  interest; 

7.  For  such  other  relief  as  the  Court  deems  just  and  proper. 
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On  the  Seventh  Cause  of  Action  for  Intentional  Infliction  of  Emotional  Distress: 


1.  For  actual  and  money  damages  in  an  amount  according  to  proof  at  trial; 

2.  For  compensatory  and  emotional  distress  damages; 

3.  For  punitive  and  exemplary  damages 

4.  For  an  award  of  prejudgment  interest; 

5.  For  such  other  relief  as  the  Court  deems  just  and  proper. 

DATED:  October  18,2018  THE  LAW  OFFICE  OF  TERRENCE  JONES 

<r7ky- 

Terrence  Jones 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff  MAYRA  ALVAREZ 


40 


Verified  Complaint  for  Damages  |  Demand  for  Jury  Trial 


VERIFICATION 


(Pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §  446) 


I,  MAYRA  ALVAREZ  .  hereby  state,  declare,  and  verify  as  follows: 

1 .  I  am  the  Plaintiff  in  the  above-captioned  matter.  I  have  read  the  foregoing 
Verified  Complaint  for  Damages  and  Demand  for  Jury  Trial  (“Complaint”),  and  know  the 


contents  thereof. 

2.  The  information  supplied  therein  is  based  on  my  own  personal  knowledge, 
knowledge  personally  provided  or  made  available  to  me  by  my  friends,  family,  associates,  and 
legal  counsel  and  other  agents. 

3.  The  information  contained  in  the  Complaint  document  is  true,  except  as  to 
the  matters  which  are  therein  stated  upon  information  and  belief,  and,  as  to  those  matters,  I  am 
informed  and  reasonably  believe  to  be  true. 


Under  penalty  of  perjury  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  the  State  of  California,  I  declare  the 
foregoing  to  be  true  and  correct  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief. 

Executed  this  17th  day  of  October  2018,  within  Los  Angeles  County,  California. 


Mayra  Alvarez 
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Exhibit  A 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  I  Business.  Consumer  Services  and  Housing  Agency 


2218  Kausen  Drive,  Suite  100  I  Elk  Grove  I  CA  I  95758 

(800)  884-1684  (Voice)  I  (800)  700-2320  (TTY)  |  California's  Relay  Service  at  711 
http://www.dfeh.ca.gov  I  email:  contact.center@dfeh.ca.gov 


GOVERNOR  EDMUND  G.  BROWN  JR. 


DIRECTOR  KEVIN  KISH 


October  16,  2018 

Terrence  Jones 

6737  Bright  Avenue,  Suite  B6 

Whittier,  California  90601 

RE:  Notice  to  Complainant’s  Attorney 

DFEH  Matter  Number:  201810-03905916 
Right  to  Sue:  Alvarez  /  City  of  Los  Angeles  et  al. 

Dear  Terrence  Jones: 

Attached  is  a  copy  of  your  complaint  of  discrimination  filed  with  the  Department  of  Fair 
Employment  and  Housing  (DFEH)  pursuant  to  the  California  Fair  Employment  and 
Housing  Act,  Government  Code  section  12900  et  seq.  Also  attached  is  a  copy  of  your 
Notice  of  Case  Closure  and  Right  to  Sue. 

Pursuant  to  Government  Code  section  12962,  DFEH  will  not  serve  these 
documents  on  the  employer.  You  must  serve  the  complaint  separately,  to  all  named 
respondents.  Please  refer  to  the  attached  Notice  of  Case  Closure  and  Right  to  Sue  for 
information  regarding  filing  a  private  lawsuit  in  the  State  of  California.  A  courtesy  "Notice 
of  Filing  of  Discrimination  Complaint"  is  attached  for  your  convenience. 

Be  advised  that  the  DFEH  does  not  review  or  edit  the  complaint  form  to  ensure  that  it 
meets  procedural  or  statutory  requirements. 


Sincerely, 


Department  of  Fair  Employment  and  Housing 


GOVERNOR  EDMUND  G.  BROWN  JR. 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  I  Business,  Consumer  Services  and  Housing  Agency _ 

Department  of  Fair  Employment  &  Housing 

2218  Kausen  Drive,  Suite  100  I  Elk  Grove  I  CA  I  95758 

(800)  884-1684  (Voice)  I  (800)  700-2320  (TTY)  |  California's  Relay  Service  at  711 
http://www.dfeh.ca.gov  I  email:  contact.center@dfeh.ca.gov 


DIRECTOR  KEVIN  KISH 


October  16,  2018 

RE:  Notice  of  Filing  of  Discrimination  Complaint 

DFEH  Matter  Number:  201 81 0-0390591 6 
Right  to  Sue:  Alvarez  /  City  of  Los  Angeles  et  al. 

To  All  Respondent(s): 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  a  complaint  of  discrimination  that  has  been  filed  with  the 
Department  of  Fair  Employment  and  Housing  (DFEH)  in  accordance  with  Government 
Code  section  12960.  This  constitutes  service  of  the  complaint  pursuant  to  Government 
Code  section  12962.  The  complainant  has  requested  an  authorization  to  file  a  lawsuit. 
This  case  is  not  being  investigated  by  DFEH  and  is  being  closed  immediately.  A  copy  of 
the  Notice  of  Case  Closure  and  Right  to  Sue  is  enclosed  for  your  records. 

Please  refer  to  the  attached  complaint  for  a  list  of  all  respondent(s)  and  their  contact 
information. 

No  response  to  DFEH  is  requested  or  required. 

Sincerely, 


Department  of  Fair  Employment  and  Housing 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  I  Business.  Consumer  Services  and  Housing  Agency 


2218  Kausen  Drive,  Suite  100  I  Elk  Grove  I  CA  I  95758 

(800)  884-1684  (Voice)  I  (800)  700-2320  (TTY)  |  California's  Relay  Service  at  711 
http://www.dfeh.ca.gov  I  email:  contact.center@dfeh.ca.gov 


GOVERNOR  EDMUND  G.  BROWN  JR. 


DIRECTOR  KEVIN  KISH 


October  16,  2018 
Mayra  Alvarez 


RE:  Notice  of  Case  Closure  and  Right  to  Sue 

DFEH  Matter  Number:  201810-03905916 
Right  to  Sue:  Alvarez  /  City  of  Los  Angeles  et  al. 

Dear  Mayra  Alvarez, 

This  letter  informs  you  that  the  above-referenced  complaint  was  filed  with  the 
Department  of  Fair  Employment  and  Housing  (DFEH)  has  been  closed  effective 
October  16,  2018  because  an  immediate  Right  to  Sue  notice  was  requested.  DFEH  will 
take  no  further  action  on  the  complaint. 

This  letter  is  also  your  Right  to  Sue  notice.  According  to  Government  Code  section 
12965,  subdivision  (b),  a  civil  action  may  be  brought  under  the  provisions  of  the  Fair 
Employment  and  Housing  Act  against  the  person,  employer,  labor  organization  or 
employment  agency  named  in  the  above-referenced  complaint.  The  civil  action  must  be 
filed  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  this  letter. 

To  obtain  a  federal  Right  to  Sue  notice,  you  must  contact  the  U.S.  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  Commission  (EEOC)  to  file  a  complaint  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  this 
DFEH  Notice  of  Case  Closure  or  within  300  days  of  the  alleged  discriminatory  act, 
whichever  is  earlier. 


Sincerely, 


Department  of  Fair  Employment  and  Housing 
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1 .  Respondent  City  of  Los  Angeles  is  an  employer  subject  to  suit  under  the 
California  Fair  Employment  and  Housing  Act  (FEHA)  (Gov.  Code,  §  12900  et  seq.). 

2.  Complainant  Mayra  Alvarez,  resides  in  the  City  of  State  of . 

3.  Complainant  alleges  that  on  or  about  July  31,  2018,  respondent  took  the  following 
adverse  actions: 

Complainant  was  harassed  because  of  complainant's  sex/gender,  family  care  or 
medical  leave  (cfra)  (employers  of  50  or  more  people),  disability  (physical  or  mental), 
medical  condition  (cancer  or  genetic  characteristic),  pregnancy,  childbirth,  breast 
feeding,  and/or  related  medical  conditions. 

Complainant  was  discriminated  against  because  of  complainant's  sex/gender, 
family  care  or  medical  leave  (cfra)  (employers  of  50  or  more  people),  disability 
(physical  or  mental),  medical  condition  (cancer  or  genetic  characteristic),  other, 
pregnancy,  childbirth,  breast  feeding,  and/or  related  medical  conditions  and  as  a 
result  of  the  discrimination  was  forced  to  quit,  reprimanded,  denied  or  forced 
transfer,  demoted,  denied  a  work  environment  free  of  discrimination  and/or 
retaliation,  denied  accommodation  for  pregnancy,  other,  denied  work  opportunities 
or  assignments. 
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Date  Filed:  October  16,  2018 
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Complaint  -  DFEH  No.  201810-03905916 
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Complainant  experienced  retaliation  because  complainant  reported  or  resisted 
any  form  of  discrimination  or  harassment,  participated  as  a  witness  in  a 
discrimination  or  harassment  claim,  requested  or  used  a  pregnancy-disability  related 
accom.,  requested  or  used  California  family  rights  act  or  fmla,  requested  or  used  a 
disability-related  accommodation,  requested  or  used  baby  bonding  leave  (employers 
of  20-49  people)  and  as  a  result  was  forced  to  quit,  reprimanded,  denied  or  forced 
transfer,  demoted,  denied  a  work  environment  free  of  discrimination  and/or 
retaliation,  denied  any  employment  benefit  or  privilege,  denied  reasonable 
accommodation  for  a  disability,  denied  accommodation  for  pregnancy. 


Additional  Complaint  Details:  Complainant  Mayra  Alvarez  was  subjected  to 
unlawful  harassment,  discrimination,  and  retaliation  in  violation  of  the  Fair 
Employment  and  Housing  Act  (FEHA)  on  account  of  her:  gender  (female); 
pregnancy;  maternity  leave;  disability;  disability  leave;  and  complaints  of  potential 
violations  of  local,  state,  and  federal  law.  Complainant  was  employed  by  the  City  of 
Los  Angeles  (the  “City”)  and  worked  for  Jose  Huizar,  the  City’s  Councilmember  for 
its  1 4th  District.  At  the  time  of  her  constructive  termination  on  July  31 , 201 8,  Plaintiff 
was  employed  as  Huizar’s  Executive  Assistant  and  Scheduler.  Huizar  demoted 
Complainant  from  that  position  on  July  3,  2018,  as  retaliation  for  her  FEHA-protected 
classes  and  activities.  Among  other  reasons,  Huizar  demoted  Mrs.  Alvarez  as 
reprisal  for:  (i)  taking  disability  leave  in  advance  of  her  pregnancy;  (ii)  taking 
maternity  leave  to  give  birth  to  a  child  and  bond  with  her  newborn  son;  (iii)  voicing 
concerns  and  complaining  about  having  to  alter  Huizar’s  calendars  in  response  to 
requests  made  pursuant  to  the  California  Public  Records  Act;  (iv)  voicing  concerns 
and  complaining  about  having  to  engage  in  political  campaign  activities  for  Huizar’s 
wife  during  normal  City  work  hours  and  while  utilizing  City  resources;  and  (v)  voicing 
concerns  and  complaining  about  the  preferential  treatment  Huizar  was  giving  to  a 
City  staffer  with  whom  he  was  having  an  extramarital  affair.  In  response  to  Plaintiff’s 
protected  activities,  from  in  or  about  November  2016  and  continuing  to  in  or  about 
July  2018,  Huizar  and  the  City  retaliated  against  Plaintiff,  including,  but  not  limited  to: 
harassing  and  hassling  Complainant  both  during  and  outside  of  normal  work  hours; 
unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  increasing  Complainant’s  workload;  unreasonably 
and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  speed  with  which  Complainant  was  completing 
assignments;  unreasonably  and  unjustifiably  criticizing  the  quality  of  Complainant’s 
work  product  and  general  job  execution;  and,  questioning  and  criticizing 
Complainant  for  taking  sick  and  vacation  leave  to  attend  medical  appointments.  As 
a  result  of  being  demoted  and  stripped  of  any  meaningful  function  with  her  employer, 
Complainant  was  constructively  terminated.  Huizar  and  the  City  intentionally 
created  and  knowingly  permitted  working  conditions  that  were  so  intolerable  that  any 
reasonable  and  comparably-situated  employee  would  be  compelled  to  resign. 
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Date  Filed:  October  16,  2018 
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VERIFICATION 


I,  Terrence  Jones,  am  the  Attorney  in  the  above-entitled  complaint.  I  have  read  the 
foregoing  complaint  and  know  the  contents  thereof.  The  matters  alleged  are  based 
on  information  and  belief,  which  I  believe  to  be  true. 

On  October  1 6,  201 8,  I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
California  that  the  foregoing  is  true  and  correct. 

Whittier,  California 
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Date  Filed:  October  16,  2018 


SUM-100 


SUMMONS 

(CITACION  JUDICIAL) 

NOTICE  TO  DEFENDANT: 

(AVISO  AL  DEMAN  DADO): 

JOSE  EIUIZAR,  an  individual;  CITY  OF  LOS  ANGELES, 
a  municipality;  and  DOES  1-10,  inclusive 

YOU  ARE  BEING  SUED  BY  PLAINTIFF: 

(LO  ESTA  DEMANDANDO  EL  DEMANDANTE): 

MAYRA  ALVAREZ,  an  individual 


FOR  COURT  USE  ONLY 
(SOLO  PARA  USO  DE  LA  CORTE) 


CONFORMED  COPY 

ORIGINAL  FILED 

Superior  Court  of  California 

County  of  Los  Angeles 

OCT  2  2  2018 

Sherri  R.  bwi* st, 

By:  -—-AldLeL  - .  «0P«4* 
Moses  Soto 


NOTICE!  You  have  been  sued.  The  court  may  decide  against  you  without  your  being  heard  unless  you  respond  within  30  days.  Read  the  information 
below. 

You  have  30  CALENDAR  DAYS  after  this  summons  and  legal  papers  are  served  on  you  to  file  a  written  response  at  this  court  and  have  a  copy 
served  on  the  plaintiff.  A  letter  or  phone  call  will  not  protect  you.  Your  written  response  must  be  in  proper  legal  form  if  you  want  the  court  to  hear  your 
case.  There  may  be  a  court  form  that  you  can  use  for  your  response.  You  can  find  these  court  forms  and  more  information  at  the  California  Courts 
Online  Self-Help  Center  ( www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp ),  your  county  law  library,  or  the  courthouse  nearest  you.  If  you  cannot  pay  the  filing  fee,  ask 
the  court  clerk  for  a  fee  waiver  form.  If  you  do  not  file  your  response  on  time,  you  may  lose  the  case  by  default,  and  your  wages,  money,  and  property 
may  be  taken  without  further  warning  from  the  court. 

There  are  other  legal  requirements.  You  may  want  to  call  an  attorney  right  away.  If  you  do  not  know  an  attorney,  you  may  want  to  call  an  attorney 
referral  service.  If  you  cannot  afford  an  attorney,  you  may  be  eligible  for  free  legal  services  from  a  nonprofit  legal  services  program.  You  can  locate 
these  nonprofit  groups  at  the  California  Legal  Services  Web  site  ( www.lawhelpcalifomia.org ),  the  California  Courts  Online  Self-Help  Center 
(i www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp ),  or  by  contacting  your  local  court  or  county  bar  association.  NOTE:  The  court  has  a  statutory  lien  for  waived  fees  and 
costs  on  any  settlement  or  arbitration  award  of  $10,000  or  more  in  a  civil  case.  The  court's  lien  must  be  paid  before  the  court  will  dismiss  the  case. 

! AVISO!  Lo  ban  demandado.  Si  no  responde  dentro  de  30  dias,  la  corte  puede  decidiren  su  contra  sin  escucharsu  versidn.  Lea  la  informacidn  a 
continuacion. 

Tiene  30  DlAS  DE  CALENDARIO  despuds  de  que  le  entreguen  esta  citacibn  y  papeles  legates  para  presentar  una  respuesta  por  escrito  en  esta 
corte  y  hacer  que  se  entregue  una  copia  al  demandante.  Una  carta  o  una  llamada  telefdnica  no  lo  protegen.  Su  respuesta  por  escrito  tiene  que  estar 
en  foimato  legal  correcto  si  desea  que  procesen  su  caso  en  la  corte.  Es  posible  que  haya  un  formulario  que  usted  pueda  usar  para  su  respuesta. 
Puede  encontrar  estos  formularios  de  la  corte  y  mbs  informacidn  en  el  Centro  de  Ayuda  de  las  Cortes  de  California  (www.sucorte.ca.gov),  en  la 
biblioteca  de  leyes  de  su  condado  o  en  la  corte  que  le  quede  mas  cerca.  Si  no  puede  pagarla  cuota  de  presentacidn,  pida  al  secretan'o  de  la  corte 
que  le  dd  un  formulario  de  exencidn  de  pago  de  cuotas.  Si  no  presenta  su  respuesta  a  tiempo,  puede  perder  el  caso  por  incumplimiento  y  la  corte  le 
podra  quitar  su  sueldo,  dinero  y  bienes  sin  mas  advertencia. 

Hay  otrvs  requisitos  legates.  Es  recomendable  que  llame  a  un  abogado  inmediatamente.  Si  no  conoce  a  un  abogado,  puede  llamar  a  un  servicio  de 
remision  a  abogados.  Si  no  puede  pagar  a  un  abogado,  es  posible  que  cumpla  con  los  requisitos  para  obtener  servicios  legates  gratuitos  de  un 
programa  de  servicios  legates  sin  fines  de  iucro.  Puede  encontrar  estos  grupos  sin  fines  de  lucro  en  el  sitio  web  de  California  Legal  Services, 
(www.lawhelpcalifornia.orgL  en  el  Centro  de  Ayuda  de  las  Cortes  de  California,  (www.sucorte.ca. gov)  o  poniindose  en  contacto  con  la  corte  o  el 
colegio  de  abogados  locales.  AVISO:  Por  ley,  la  corte  tiene  derecho  a  reclamarlas  cuotas  y  los  costos  exentos  porimponer  un  gravamen  sobre 
jcualquier  recuperacion  de  $10,000  6  mas  de  valor  recibida  mediante  un  acuerdo  o  una  concesion  de  arbitraje  en  un  caso  de  derecho  civil.  Tiene  que 
pagar  el  gravamen  de  la  corte  antes  de  que  la  corte  pueda  desechar  el  caso. 


CASE  NUMBER: 
(Numero  del  Caso): 


18STCV01722 


The  name  and  address  of  the  court  is: 

(El  nombre  y  direccion  de  la  corte  es):  Stanley  Mosk  Courthouse 
111  North  Hill  Street 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012 

The  name,  address,  and  telephone  number  of  plaintiffs  attorney,  or  plaintiff  without  an  attorney,  is: 

(El  nombre,  la  direccion  y  el  nCimero  de  telefono  del  abogado  del  demandante,  o  del  demandante  que  no  tiene  abogado,  es): 

Terrence  Jones,  Law  Office  of  Terrence  Jones;  6737  Bright  Ave,  Ste  B6,  Whittier,  CA  90601;  (213)  863-4490 


,  Deputy 
(Adjunto) 

(For  proof  of  service  of  this  summons,  use  Proof  of  Service  of  Summons  (form  POS-010).) 

(Para  prueba  de  entrega  de  esta  citatidn  use  el  formulario  Proof  of  Service  of  Summons,  (POS-010)). 


DATE:  Clerk,  by 

(Fecha)  (Secretario) 


NOTICE  TO  THE  PERSON  SERVED:  You  are  served 

1.  I  I  as  an  individual  defendant. 

2.  |  |  as  the  person  sued  under  the  fictitious  name  of  (specify): 


3.  □  on  behalf  of  (specify): 


under:  I  1  CCP  416.10  (corporation)  |  | 

|  |  CCP  416.20  (defunct  corporation)  | 

|  |  CCP  416.40  (association  or  partnership)  Q 

I  I  other  (specify): 

I  I  by  personal  delivery  on  (date): 


CCP  416.60  (minor) 

CCP  416.70  (conservatee) 

CCP  416.90  (authorized  person) 
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